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NORTHERN CALIFORNIA ROAD HEARING 


THURSDAY, OCTOBER 24, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 


Martinez, Calif. 


The committee met, pursuant to call, at Hall of Records, Martinez, 
Calif., Hon. Frank E. Smith, of Mississippi, chairman of the dele- 
gation, designated Hon. John F. Baldwin, Jr., of California, as chair- 
man of the meeting. 

The following were also present: Hon. John C. Kluezynski, of Tili- 
nois, Hon. Hubert B. Scudder, of California, Hon. J. Harry Me- 
Gregor, of Ohio, Hon. Russell V. Mack, of Washington, Hon. Edwin 
B. Dooley, of New York, and Hon. Emmett F. Byrne, of Illinois. 

Mr. Smiru. This is a hearing of the Committee of Public Works 
of the House of Representatives to have a report on the general high- 
way problems of the State of California, especially as they will be 
valuable to the committee in consideration of proposed changes in our 
national highway program, both as regards the State program and 
the interstate program. 

As you know, the Committee on Public Works has under its juris- 
diction, in addition to flood control] and navigation and public prob- 
lems of the Federal Government, the Federal housing program which 
is today in the process of achieving, through the interstate high- 
way program, the largest public works program in the history of the 
world, in terms of miles of highways completed and in terms of dol- 
lars that would be expended; in terms of man-hours that would be 
used in producing the finished product in the way of a highway. 

The committee is very much interested in getting a firsthand report 
of the experience of the various States in putting this program into 
effect, and we chose California as one of the States that will be a 
prime example that will be of great value to us in considering the 
proposals that will be made for changes in this session of Congress. 

Because this hearing is being held in the district and hometown of 
our very valuable and esteemed colleague, the Honorable John Bald- 
win, I am going to ask Representative Baldwin to take over the 
hearing. 

Before I turn the gavel over to him, I would like the record to show 
the appreciation of the members of the committee of the valuble serv- 
ice Mr. Baldwin has given the committee in the 3 years he has served. 
We, during that period, have had very long hours of committee con- 
sideration, both in public hearings and executive sessions, of items 
of vast importance to the country in the way of public works pro- 

ams. 

"ee have not only been important to the country at large; they 
have also been important to this particular part of California. And 


1 








2 NORTHERN CALIFORNIA ROADS 


we have seen from the services Mr. Baldwin has rendered that he is 
not only looking after it in the best interest of his State and his 
district, but he also appreciates the value of approaching all of these 
— from the standpoint of the welfare of this entire country 
of ours. 

It is a pleasure to name as our chairman for the day, John 
Baldwin. 

_ Chairman Batpwin. Thank you, Chairman Frank Smith, of Mis- 

sissippi. I want to express first the thanks of the people of Cali- 
fornia to the members of the committee who have come to California, 
because of their interest in seeing highway conditions and flood- 
control problems and river and harbor problems throughout the 
United States. 

I think we, in the State of California, should feel fortunate in 
connection with this particular trip of the Public Works Committee, 
because this is 1 of 2 States in which the committee, or a portion of 
the committee, have held hearings on highways. 

A portion of the committee held a hearing with the Iowa State 
ere Commission last week, and this hearing will be the state- 
wide hearing in the State of California by the members of this com- 
mittee on highway problems of the State of California. 

We are interested in two things primarily today. The committee 
has felt it would like to receive a report from the representatives of 
California State Department of Public Works and the State division 
of highways and the highway commission on their progress under 
the Federal Interstate Highway Act, which was passed as a result of 
legislative work of this committee in 1955 and 1956. 

And California, of course, being one of the States with the greatest 
number of miles of roads, because of its length and size, has many 
highway problems. We would be interested in knowing the way the 
State of California has found this Federal Interstate Highway Act 
works, and, perhaps, how you have been able to function under it. 

Also, because of some specific requests for information on the 

rogress of the clearance of rights-of-way through a Federal instal- 
olen just across the straits here at the Benicia Arsenal, and, since 
it is a Federal installation and the clearance rights-of-way oa 
it is a Federal problem, we would also like to go into that briefly 
in connection with this hearing. And we have witnesses here from 
the Benicia Arsenal and from the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers, as well as the division of highways. We hope we will be 
able to review that problem and see if anything can be done to ex- 
pedite the clearance of those rights-of-way. 

I think it would be only fair to mention at the start that the Public 
Works Committee and the Federal Government do not actually 
determine rights-of-way, normally, for routes of highways. 

The Federal Government makes a contribution, a monetary con- 
tribution, on Federal interstate highways of 92 percent; on State 
and interurban roads, a smaller contribution. But that is made to the 
State, and it is the State that determines the specific route, determines 
the exact location of a right-of-way, and determines the various con- 
nections to that right-of-way, and has all of those specific problems 
to carry forward. 
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But, since Federal funds are involved, we, of course, are interested 
in knowing whether those Federal funds are being used to the best 
advantage, being matched to full advantage by the States, and that 
is why we are anxious to hear from the California Division of High- 
ways on the progress they are making under the Federal bill. 

Mr. Frank Durkee, the director of the California Department of 
Public Works, is here, and it is my understanding that Mr. Durkee 
has worked out a plan of presentation with the representatives who 
are here from the department of public works and the highway com- 
mission. So, I would like to call on Mr. Durkee at the present time 
s proceed with the witnesses he may have from the State of Cali- 

ornia. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK DURKEE, DIRECTOR, PUBLIC WORKS OF 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Durxer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Frank Durkee, and I am director of public works of Cali- 
fornia and chairman ex officio of the highway commission. 

I should like to take this opportunity to bring to the members of 
the committee greetings of Governor Knight, and join with him 
in expressing our hope that your trip to California will be both 
profitable and enjoyable. 

We feel that we are honored that this committee has come to Cali- 
fornia to look over some of the work that we are endeavoring to do 
here in the construction of our State highway system. I know you 
are particularly interested in the progress in this State of construc- 
tion of the great Interstate System of Ehighwaye. 

As respects the bill itself, I am speaking now of the Federal Aid 
Act of 1956. We here in California think it is the finest piece of 
highway legislation yet enacted by the Congress. And, speaking 
generally, we think it is all right as it is. 

There is one section, however, that probably will need some amend- 
ment to make it more workable as far as we are concerned here in 
California. That is the provision with respect to advancement of 
funds with right-of-way acquisition, speaking particularly of the 
regulation or the requirement that where, upon the advancement of 
the Federal Government, construction must be undertaken in 5 years 
on the entire interstate route. 

Now, if that could be related, perhaps, to sections of the routes, 
we could work it better here in California in view of our $30 million 
revolving funds for advance acquisition of rights-of-way which we 
do have available in this State. Now, we have prepared a brochure 
which has been distributed to you, which is a statement of the status 
of Federal-aid appropriations and the progress and obligating those 
funds in California, which just about tells the story insofar as we 
are concerned. 

However, Mr. McCoy, the State highway engineer, and Mr. Vick- 
ery, State highway engineer, and they will supplement my remarks 
and supplement this brochure and endeavor to answer any questions 
that you may wish to ask. It may be that members of our commission, 
also, might wish to make some statement for the record of this hear- 
ing before you conclude the highway portion. 
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I think, Mr. Chairman, there are just 2 or 3 paragraphs here that 
I could read that would point out what we say here and what the 
situation is in California. I will just read these from page 1, the 
first page, on June 30 of 1957. 

On June 30, 1956, California had obligated its entire available interstate ap- 
portionments for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, 1957, and 1958, totaling 
$173.5 million of interstate funds. These Federal funds, with their required 
State matching funds of $23.8 million, provided total available Federal and 
State funds in the amount of $197.3 million for Interstate System. 


That is, the Interstate System in California. 


Of the $173.5 million of interstate funds, $2.6 million were obligated for the 
statewide highway planning survey, $64.3 million were used for right-of-way 
acquisition, and $106.6 million for actual construction. 

That summarized, I think, briefly, the situation as respects the inter- 
state funds. Now, on the next page, another paragraph I will read. 

On July 30, 1957, California had placed under contract, or scheduled for ad- 
vertising, projects, obligating all primary and urban funds apportioned to the 
State up to and including the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I interrupt? That is on the intrastate. 

Mr. Durker. That’s right. 

Mr. McGrecor. The records you gave us was on interstate, and now 
this is intra. 

Mr. Durxer. That’s right. The primary and urban funds; yes; the 
intra, not the inter. I might also say Mr. Robert Reid, the chief coun- 
sel of our department is here and he is quite familiar with the act. As 
you know, he appeared before the committee in Washington when it 
was under consideration, and he is also available for questioning if 
you should wish to direct questions to him. 

With your permission, Mr. McCoy, do you wish to make a statement 
at this time? 

Chairman Baxipwrn. Could we ask each witness to give your full 
name and your title so the reporter may have that in the record ? 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE McCOY, ENGINEER, CALIFORNIA STATE 
HIGHWAY 


Mr. McCoy. My name is George McCoy, State highway engineer 
of California. It is a pleasure to me today to appear before this com- 
mittee, all of whom I have met before and most of whom I have known 
for a number of years. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt and say it is my 
personal privilege to know George McCoy for many, many years. He 
has done a grand job on the highway system for the people of the 
United States. 

Mr. McCoy. Thank you, Congressman McGregor. I appreciate 
that very much. I am not going to make a presentation for the di- 
vision of highways. I am going to ask Mr. J. W. Vickery, deputy 
State highway engineer, who has appeared before your committee in 
Washington many times, and who undoubtedly will appear next win- 
ter when Congress reconvenes. I would like to make mention of one 
man here particularly, Mr. Mack, from the State of Washington, with 
whom I am not as well acquainted as I am with some of the rest of 
you, but for your information I was assistant State highway engi- 
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neer of the State of Washington for many years, up to a period of a 
little over 30 years. 

Mr. Mack. Who was the highway commissioner at that time? 

Mr. McCoy. State Highway Engineer Jim Allen. 

Mr. Mack. Oh, yes, I know him real well. 

Mr. McCoy. I was his assistant for many years. Mr. Smith from 
Mississippi, director of highways, and Mr. Tom Robbins, who is a 
very close personal friend of mme. Mr. Scudder is also a close per- 
sonal friend of mine. 

It is with a great deal of pleasure that I welcome you gentlemen 
here to California. And I will ask Mr. Vickery, deputy State high- 
way engineer, to give you our presentation. 

However, I will just make this one statement which Mr. Durkee 
has already made, that is that as of the end of June, last June, we 
had all our interstate money obligated and as of the end of July we 
had all of our urban primary highway funds obligated. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire, George, did I understand you to 
say you have all your highway funds allocated for 1956-57, 1957-58 
fiscal years? 

Mr. McCoy. All the Federal highway funds are obligated and we 
are now working on the apportionment which was made in August. 

Mr. McGrecor. Geor ge, what do you suggest we do to help you out ? 

Mr. McCoy. Give us more money. [Laughter.] 

Mr. McGrecor. You know that coming from the McCoys that’s 
just like the McGregors. 

Mr. McCoy. I was afraid you would say that. Now, with your 
permission I would like to have Mr. Vickery make our presentation. 

Chairman Batpwin. Mr. McCoy, before you leave the microphone 
[ would like to say it has been a privilege to me to become a member 
of the Public Works Committee and to find the national reputation 
you have as a highway engineer. And I think California should be 
proud of the job you have ‘done and your nationa] reputation. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, may I say a word? I have known 
George McCoy for many, many years and as a member of the State 
legislature I observed the work he was doing for California. I have 
always been proud of the California highway program. Then when 
going to the Congress I found among my colleagues and those in the 
field of highway engineering that you, sir, were held in such high 
esteem. I “appreciated the fact that I was from California where 
you were leading the way in good highway construction. I am very 
happy you are here today. 

Mr. McCoy. You gentlemen embarrass me. 

Mr. Smiru. May I point out something else? I have worked with 
a couple of State highway engineers from Mississippi during my 
years, and I find that ‘all their suggestions and ideas usually originate 
from Mr. McCoy. 

Mr. McGrecor. I would like to ask this one question. I don’t know 
whether you want to answer it or not. I am wondering is your or- 

ganization suggesting that we change the formula of distribution or 
will we say to the States that are willing to go ahead and open up a 
new thoroughfare immediately, buy bond issues and so forth, are we 
going to say to them, “We will give advance money to California 
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and Ohio”? I am talking for my own State and take advantage of 
those States who are willing to float the bond issues. 

Mr. McCoy. I am suggesting that the Congress approve at their 
next session the formula of apportionment based on needs. If that 
happens it will benefit this State. At the present time we are consider- 
ing an excess of 10 percent of the money that is in trust funds. We 
are receiving back less than 6 percent. 

Now, on the basis of needs we would get nearer the percentage 
that we contributed. However, that isn’t the important point. .The 
important point is that if the Interstate System is going to be com- 
pleted in all the States at the same time, the only rights of abeyance 
to do it is on the basis of the cost of completing the Interstate 
System. 

Chairman Batpwin. Could I follow it up with one question, Mr. 
McCoy? If the allocation were made on the basis of need, which 
would increase the allocation to the State of California, would the 
State of California have any trouble in raising the additional funds 
to match it ? 

Mr. McCoy. We have sufficient funds to match that. We have over 
two-hundred-twenty-odd-million dollars of funds now that are State 
funds not involved in any Federal matter. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do you base your State fund allocation on the 
basis of needs. 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. We have a deficiency—we have a formula in 
this State that the apportionment of the State highway finances as 
between the several counties on the basis of needs for a minimum, I 
believe it is 65 percent, of our allocations to the several counties is 
based on needs. 

Mr. McGrecor. Well, George, being realistic, I think you recognize 
that Congress is made up of 435 members. Some of them represent 
rural; some of them represent urban. The urban boys get on the floor 
and make a good argument that the most traffic is here. The rural 
boys get on the floor of Congress and say the most mileage is here. 
The Interstate System only represents approximately 26 percent of 
the total miles. Now, I think, being realistic, if we can go on the 
floor of Congress and say we should base it on population alone we 
are going to get into trouble. As it is now, it is based 50 percent on 
population and 50 percent on the old formula, one-third, one-third 
and one-third. 

Mr. McCoy. That is correct. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do you think we should take the chance of going 
on the floor of Congress when the 56th act is only started, and take 
the chance of getting our ears pinned down in order to try to establish 
a new formula? 

Mr. McCoy. I think this: At the time this bill was passed it was the 
understanding insofar as this State was concerned that the apportion- 
ment would be on the basis of necessity. 

I realize that for the first 2 years it was on the old formula for 
regular Federal aid except with the change you mentioned, which 
we did not object to as long as the amount of Federal funds was 
small. The Federal allocations are now large and we feel that the 
only basis for a fairly equitable distribution among States in order 
to complete this system concurrently in all the States is on the basis 
of need. I realize the same as you just said. In our own State here 
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we have the metropolitan areas and the rural areas. We have the 
same discussions here in our legislature that you just referred to. 

Mr. Smiru. Your suggestion about changing the formula of distri- 
bution has to do with the Interstate System? Not the regular Federal 
aid? 

Mr. McCoy. That’s right. 

Mr. Smirn. And of course it is the general understanding that the 
Interstate System of funds are the entire cost would be allocated in the 
overall on the basis of need in the first place? 

Mr. McCoy. That is just what I am suggesting. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, Mr. McCoy, at the time the Interstate 
System was contemplated, certain estimates were made by the indi- 
vidual States as to the cost of completing the needed work. Have costs 
increased materially since those original estimates were made ? 

Mr. McCoy. You are getting into a field which I think someone else 
is more competent to discussthanI am. They have increased no doubt. 
What the percentage is I would prefer that Mr. Vickery answer the 
question. 

Mr. Mack. I will ask Mr. Vickery then. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. VICKERY, DEPUTY STATE ENGINEER OF 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Vickery. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, while you are talking 
on this subject of need and the allocation on the basis of need, I think 
it is desirable that the position of California be made perfectly clear. 

California is in accord with the law as written right now insofar as 
apportionment formula is concerned, and we want no change in the 
law as it is now written. The law requires that the estimates of the 
public growth and Interstate System shall be approved by a joint reso- 
lution of Congress before it goes into effect, and that is all that is 
required, 

That is the position of California, that the law should remain as 
written. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, you asked several questions back in 
your letter of September. This brochure which we have prepared here 
is for the purpose of giving you the answers to those questions and 
giving you some of the important points in handling your program 
here in California. So, you can take that brochure with you and refer 
to it after you leave here. 

Your first question, whether or not California has had any difficulty 
in matching the Federal funds of a new program, well, we have not. 
Now, if you take the brochure and look at the top of the page you will 
see a tabulation, beginning on the left-hand column, it shows the act of 
1954 and 1956 for the fiscal year and then the apportionment, and this 
pertains only to the Interstate System during each fiscal year, showing 
a total of $288.9 million which is the total appropriation or allocation 
for California for the system. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire there. I notice you have brought up 
your Interstate System for 1957-58 and 1958-59. Now, have you done 
for the intrastate system the same amount of work? 

Mr. Vickery. Yes, we have, and we have a tabulation on the next 
page which shows the primary and secondary growth. It shows the 
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same information on the second page with regard to primary and sec- 
ondary and urban for intrastate and interstate. 

Going on with the tabulation it shows the ratio of Federal money to 
State money, the formula now being in California 91.67 to 8.33. 

The next column shows a required matching money and the final 
column on the program that can be undertaken for that money. 

As to the matter of matching. If you take for instance the 1957- 
58 fiscal year it shows a total program there of $105.7 million. Our 
construction program for that year was about $350 million. 

Chairman Batpwin. Is that on the Federal Interstate System ? 

Mr. Vickery. This is the Federal] interstate, the $105.7. Our total 
money available for the State highway was about $314 million so you 
see we have no problem matching it. 

In 1958-59 where we show a program of $125.9 million the budget 
which was just approached by the Commission yesterday showed a 
construction program for $300 million. So, matching presents no 
problem. 

Chairman Batpwin. The $300 million is for Federal Interstate 
Highways? 

Mr. Vickery. That is the entire construction budget. 

Chairman Baripwrn. For all types of highways? 

Mr. Vickery. All types. 

Chairman Batpwrn. Including primary and secondary ? 

Mr. Vickery. Primary, secondary, and urban and then those in 
which there is no money. 

Chairman Batpwin. Do you have any allocation of this new budget 
as to what portion you are going to apply to Federal Interstate High- 
ways? Specifically what I would like to ask, are you making con- 
struction now of Federal Interstate Highways purely out of State 
funds? 

Mr. Vickery. Yes, I am going to come to that point in just a minute. 
Yes, it shows it here. It shows in this column the required matching 
funds for the State in the 1958-59 year is ten and a half million. 
It shows in the next column to the right there. It shows the State 
matching money. 

This brochure also shows the progress of actual road construction 
under the new program. That was the third question in your letter, 
Mr. Baldwin. 

In the 1958-59 year which has just been allotted, the budget has 
just been approved by the Commission in which we have taken into 
account all of the Federal money including the 1958-59. We have 
projects on the Interstate System over and above the Federal aid 
money of above $99 million. In other words, we are undertaking 
programs in construction in the 1958-59 year of ninety-nine-some-odd 
million for which there is no Federal money to match because we have 
taken up the immediate California money. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire does that include rights-of-way 
money ¢ 

Mr. Vickery. At the same time the rights-of-way is about $70 
million. So, as the program actually stands today we are running 
about $170 million ahead of Federal money. 

Chairman Barpwtn. In other words, in this budget for the next 
year you have $90 million for Federal interstate money that will not 
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be matched by Federal funds and $70 million more for highways that 
will not be matched ? 

Mr. Vickery. That’s right, until the 1959-60 apportionment is 
made. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire, that includes what percentage of 
interstate which is 90 to 10, or what percentage of intrastate, which 
is approximately 50-50? 

Mr. Vickery. I am talking only of the interstate. I am not talking 
of the other. 

Mr. McGrecor. Then you are only putting 10 percent and the 
Federal Government is putting up 90 percent. 

Mr. Vickery. In this $70 million, we are putting up the $70 million, 
in which there is no Federal money to match until the 1959-60 year 
apportionment is made. In other words, we have $170 million in our 
program on the Interstate System over and above all Federal money. 

Chairman Batpwin. Mr. Vickery, I want to dwell on that point a 
bit further. Now this chart on page 1 shows that the State would 
have to put up $10.5 million on this Federal interstate matching basis 
to match the total sum available, which is $115,400,000. Then, in 
addition to the $10.5 million which would match al] the Federal 
funds available to you, in addition to that you are putting up 170 
more with no Federal funds available. 

Mr, Vickery. That’s right, on the Interstate System. 

Mr. McGreeor. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman, what would you 
suggest, owing to the fact that we have a 15 percent increase in cost 
of construction and realizing that this amount of money is not 
going to pay for the 41,000 miles that we have on the Interstate 
System ¢ 

Mr. Vickery. What would we suggest with regard to the Federal 
bill? That the Congress approve the allocation formula as the law 
provides and go right aread with the work, 

Mr. McGrecor. What do we do for money ? 

Mr. Vickery. We have got this amount of money and we are build- 
ing the thing as rapidly as we can. If this isn’t complete in 13 
years it will be completed some other time. 

Mr. McGreeor. Then I take it for your answer to my question 
you would suggest that we just continue on the longer program of 
construction for the 41,000, 

Mr. Vickery. My thinking on that would certainly be true for the 
first few years. This program is just getting underway. Our con- 
struction index in California here, strange as it may seem, the last 
few months has gone down. Now, how “far that will go we don’t 
know. 

Mr. McGrecor. Then you would not be in accord with some bills 
which have been introduced in the legislature or Congress would 
recommend from 7,000 to 10,000 miles added to the Interstate System 
at this time? 

Mr. Vickery. Mr. McGregor, I would say let’s build what we have 
got. We have a big program. It is moving very rapidly. Let’s 
move that program. Let’s get something built. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Vickery, I would “like to ask you a question, I 
am unfamiliar with the balance that might be in the Federal funds. 
Is there sufficient money in the Federal fund to allocate further money 
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to California or any other State that is able to proceed at full speed 
in their construction program. 

Mr. Vickery. If I understand your question correctly, Mr. Scud- 
der, I don’t know the answer. I think the question you are asking 
me is whether or not there is any money in the trust fund for that pur- 
pose. I don’t know the answer. 

Mr. Scupper. That would depend very largely on the income that 
is being derived from the tax levied for this type of construction. If 
there was a surplus, a provision for advance allocation of money that 
would be necessary to carry on a going project might be enacted, but 
not to the disadvantage, however, of other States who were slower 
with their program than California. 

Mr. Vickery. I am going to answer your question this way: If 
there is any money at all in the trust fund which you don’t need any- 
place, give it to us. We have $170 million to match it. 

Mr. McGrecor. And on the basis that it will be charged to your fu- 
ture, 1959 and 1960, 1961 and 1962? 

Mr. Vickery. That is right. I think that would be a good provision 
to put in the law. If there is any extra money put it where it can be 
used. 

Mr. McGrecor. It’s already in the law. 

Mr. Vickery. I believe it is. I would like, gentlemen, to direct 
your attention to something that you already know and should know 
better than I do. The intent of this bill, of the Federal bill which is 
outlined on page 5 of the bill, and you have a copy of the bill in back 
of this folder, which says it is the intent of Congress that Interstate 
System be completed as nearly as practicable over a 13-year period, 
and that the entire system in all the States be brought to simultaneous 
completion. 

Gentlemen, it is the intent of the bill, and that is why California 
bought this bill. That is the intent of the bill. 

That means that the money has to be allocated on this basis and it 
does not say that surplus money should stay in the trust fund. If it 
can be used we can use it. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, if I might make a statement, I think 
you are quite familiar with the fact that for certain reasons that was 
put in the law because we felt California, along with some other 
States, was perfectly willing to go ahead and maybe bond their peo- 
ple or add some taxes in order to expedite their road program, where 
other States were not willing to do so. That was the reason we put 
that particular section in the law. I am glad to hear you say you con- 
cur with that. 

Mr. Vickery. Mr. McGregor, we think this is wonderful. We only 
want one small change in that bill, which I will come to in a minute. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Vickery, how much have construction costs in- 
men since the original estimates were made on the Interstate Sys- 
tem ¢ 

Mr. Vickery. I am sorry, Mr. Mack, I can’t answer that question. 
There is a gentleman who might answer that question. 

Mr. Wilson, can you answer that question ? 

Mr. Wirson. Since whose original estimate? 

Mr. Mack. The Interstate System. 

Mr. Vickery. The Interstate System of 1955. Do you have your 
cost index here? ; 
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Mr. Witson. No, I don’t. 

Mr. McGrecor. Isn’t this true: If we go to the engineering data it 
will be about 14 or 15 percent? 

Mr. Vickery. I can answer that question for you because we carry 
a California construction index right along and I will see that you get 
copies of it, all of you. 

Mr. Mack. Are your gasoline taxes keeping up to expectation ? 

Mr. Vickery. In California they are increasing at about the rate of 
5 percent a year. They have been now for several years. Our traffic 
in California is increasing at the rate of about 5 percent a year and, 
of course, that reflects in the gas taxes. 

Mr. Mack. I saw a statement in a magazine that while traffic was 
increasing the consumption of gasoline was decreasing and that the 
tax revenues were not up to expectation, presumably due to the use of 
cars that give more mileage to the gallon. 

Mr. Vickery. Our records do not show that. I do have one copy 
of our cost index here and I will give it to you. It shows the cost index 
in California and it will give you an idea of the construction costs and 
here is a tabulation from which this chart is made. That cost index, 
gentlemen, is made from time to time and if you are interested in it we 
will see that you get copies of every one that is made. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I ask that this be made a part of our record? 

Chairman BaLpwin. So ordered. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


STATE OF (‘Al IFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF Pi BLIC WoRKS, 
DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS, 
Sacramento, October 4, 1957. 
Mr. J. C. WOMACK. 

The California highway construction cost index for the third quarter of 1957 
shows a drop over the previous quarter. The index stands at 237.5 (1940 equals 
100) which is 29.4 points or 11 percent below the second quarter. Compared with 
the same quarter in 1956, the index shows a lowering in highway construction 
costs of 4.7 percent. It is also 5.8 percent below the fourth quarter of 1956. 

Cost trends during this period have a definite relationship to the curtailment 
of bid advertisements in connection with large freeway projects. Bids for this 
type of construction were not opened during August and September with the con- 
sequent result that prices received on small-value projects for the seven items 
forming the basis for index computations had the opportunity of exerting their 
influence on cost averages when coupled with fairly low bid prices received on 
three freeway projects. 

Competition among bidders remained favorable during the quarter. The 
average number of bidders per project stands at 6.2 which exceeds the average 
established in the previous period and the average for the fiscal year July 1, 
1956, to June 30, 1957. Averages above 5.0 are considered highly satisfactory 
in this State. 

Included with this quarterly release on the California cost index are a 
tabulation of the index since 1940; a tabulation of unit prices for the items 
upon which this index is based; tabulations of the average number of bidders 
per contract for the 3 months July 1, 1957, to September 30, 1957; and a graph 
comparing the California index, the Engineering News-Record construction cost 
index and the United States Bureau of Public Roads composite mile index. 
all of which are based on 1940100. 

Information shown in this release may be of interest to you in comparing 
with cost trends prevailing in other regions. 

Very truly yours, 
G. T. McCoy, 
State Highway Engineer. 
By RicHarp H. WIrson, 
Assistant State Highway Engineer. 
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OcTOBER 4, 1957. 
CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION Cost INDEX 
Cost INpEx Reacues Low POINT FoR THE YEAR 
THIRD QUARTER OF 1957 


Richard H. Wilson, assistant State highway engineer 
H. C. McCarty, office engineer 
Lloyd B. Reynolds, assistant office engineer 


The California highway construction cost index for the third quarter of 
1957 reached a low point for the year. The index now stands at 237.5 (1940—100) 
which is 29.4 index points, or 11 percent, below the second quarter, It is 11.6 
points, or 4.7 percent, below the same quarter a year ago and 14.6 points, or 5.8 
percent, below the fourth quarter of 1956. 

The California index and the Bureau of Public Roads composite mile index 
have followed similar patterns, as the graph included with this release will 
show. The California index is affected by local conditions and the activities 
of a single State, with the result that rapid changes and decided fluctuations 
are found in the graph line. On the other hand, the Bureau’s composite mile 
index, which is computed from data accumulated from a much larger number 
of projects, national in scope, presents a smoother graph. 

Past performances of these indexes show that, in the instances where decided 
peaks and valleys have occurred in the California index with respect to the 
Bureau's, a return to national averages, in a reasonable interval, can be expected. 
This situation occurred again in this quarter. The rapid move away from the 
Bureau’s index early in 1956 has been watched with speculation as to when 
similar levels would be reached. In view of the decided drop in California’s 
index and the flattening of the Bureau’s, it remains to be seen whether a down- 
ward trend in national costs has been established. All factors being considered, 
it is our belief that a general upward course will be followed. 

The curtailed opening of bids during August and September had a marked 
effect upon the index behavior during this quarter. The downward direction in 
the period was effected by roadway excavation, asphaltic and bituminous mixes, 
and portland cement concrete pavement, the other items remaining close to 
previous quarter average prices. 

In the second quarter, bids were opened for about 16 large projects, the majority 
of which were for extensive freeway construction. Bid prices for the seven 
index items were widely spread, but most of the resulting averages were fairly 
in line with those determined in recent quarters. Most of these projects are 
located in areas subject to considerable traffic interference. It was stated in 
the second-quarter release that cost data was well averaged by the wide distri- 
bution of the projects. A review of costs for the three items mentioned above has 
shown the statement to be true. 

Of the 128 projects for which contracts were awarded in the third quarter, 
only 6 were major freeway projects. The large number of low-value projects, 
with respect to the total, exerted an effect on price averages that heretofore 
was not appreciately felt in view of the magnitude of freeway projects with 
which their bid prices were averaged. 

*rices furnished by 3 large freeway projects for the 3 controlling items of 
this period gave assistance in establishing averages below those recently ex- 
perienced. In these instances, low prices were reflected by freedom from traffic 
interference and/or accessibility of materials sources. 

Average prices of $0.63 for roadway excavation existing during the last 2 
quarters have been considered as being at high level as, previously, bids for 
this item were generally hovering in the 50-cent range. The average of $0.42 for 
this quarter is the lowest since the first quarter of 1956. A large-volume project 
with a price of $0.32 per cubic yard, combined with a number of small projects 
having relatively low bid prices, exerted a toppling effect with respect to 
excavation cost averages. 

Untreated rock base rose from $2.10 to $2.34, but, lacking support from 
other items, its upward force was ineffective. Limited use of the item during 
this period was responsible for the price increase. 

Asphaltic and bituminous mixes dropped from $6.18 to $5.10, the lowest 
point reached since 1955. The previously mentioned freeway projects, combined 
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with the extensive summer resurfacing program, are responsible for this marked 
change. 

Portland cement concrete pavement dropped from $15.59 to $14.34, a level 
not experienced for more than a year. Two large-volume freeway projects 
close to material sources made the low price possible in this third quarter. 

Class A portland cement concrete structures, one of the items with a higher 
average price, was up to $58.68 from the $58.61 price in the previous quarter. 

The increase in price from $0.119 to $0.130 for bar reinforcing steel establishes 
a high for the item. A review of prices received during the period fails to show 
the reasons for the increase at this time. 

The price per pound for structural steel, lower by four-tenths of a cent in 
this quarter, now stands at $0.20. The change is not significant, but, if a trend 
is being established, definite results will obtain in the fourth quarter with the 
resumption of freeway project bids. Recently published information on steel 
manufacturing shows that the industry is now recovered from strike effects 
of 1956 and that previously existing shortages in rolled shapes and plates are 
virtually cleared out. 

The tabulation following shows the average unit prices forming the basis for 
computing the cost index since 1940. 


Average contract prices 


| | 














Road- | Asphal- | Portland | Portland | 
way Un- Plant | Asphalt | tic and | cement | cement | Bar re- | Struc- 
excava- | treated | mixed | concrete’) bitumi- | concrete | concrete |inforeing| tural 
tion, per} rock | surfac- | pave- | nous puve- | struc- (steel, per) steel, 
cubic base, | ing, per | ment, | mixes, |ment, per|tures, per| pound per 
yard perton| ton | perton| perton; cubic | cubic pound 
| yard | yard 
ciate a sll on | hts tects pee 
1940____- isla $0.22; $1.54 $2.19 $2. 97 | $7. 68 $18. 33 $0. 040 $0. 083 
ee . 26 | 2. 31 2. 84 3. 18 7. 54 23. 31 | . OF3 | 107 
_ , See . 35 | 2. 81 4.02 4.16 |__. 9. 62 | 29. 48 073 103 
1943... .. ios 42 2. 26 | 3. 71 4.76 | | 11. 48 | 31. 76 . 059 . 080 
es . 50 2. 45 4.10 | 4 504;... i 10. 46 | 31. 99 . 054 - 132 
ee . 51 2. 42 | 4. 20 | Cer... = 10. 90 37. 20 . OF9 . 102 
1946....... .41 2.45} 4.00 4,68 |__- 9.48 | 37.38 . 060 . 099 
 , . 46 2, 42 4.32 | 5. 38 — 12. 38 48. 44 . 080 . 138 
WO ncca- . 55 | 2.43 | 4.30 | 5. 38 |... | 13. 04 49. 86 . 092 . 126 
1949..._._- .49 2.67} 4.67) 4.64] } 1228) 4867] .006| 117 
1950. 7 . 40 225; 426| 3.75]... | 11.11 | = 43.45 079 094 
1951... . 49 | 2. 62 | 4. 34 | 5. 00 12. 21 | 47.22 . 102 . 159 
1952..... ; ‘ . 56 2.99 5. 00 4. 38 13. 42 | 48. 08 . 098 | . 150 
1953... teeth . 51 12.14 | 5.31 | 4.58 | 12.7 50. 59 | . 093 . 133 
|, 45 2.13 | 4. 50 4. 86 | 14. 41 | 48. 42 . 094 . 124 
1955... ; . 39 | 2. 22 4.93 | ; 13. 35 | 45.72 | . 095 . 142 
1956—Ist quarter-_. 40 | 2. 08 5. 40 | 6. 50 |... | 14. 05 | 52. 51 . 105 . 166 
2d quarter. 51 2. 06 | 6. 27 < ; 14. 64 57.13 | - 113 . 219 
3d quarter. _| 1 297) 4221. | 15.57] 56.32) .121 .178 
4th quarter _| - 52 2. 21 (2) () 2 $5.93 14.95 59. 63 . 112 . 197 
1957—1st quarter_-| . 63 ON ete ceae 5. 94 17. 28 | 61. 14 | - 129 - 235 
2d quarter__| JOB. RIM ath ee 6.18 15.59} 58.61 .119} .204 
3d quarter- -| 42) 294)--..----.|....... 5.10 | 14. 34 | 58. 68 | 


} | | 


- 130 . 200 


1 The item of crusher run base was used before 1953. 


2 Asphalt concrete pavement combined with plant mix surfacing in 4th quarter, 1956, and will be identified 
as asphaltic and bituminous mixes in the future. 


Previous releases on cost trends in California have attributed considerable of 
the upward direction in highway construction costs to the delays and uncer- 
tainties in steel deliveries. With the situation improved as claimed in published 
reports, contingencies included by contractors in bid prices for steel to protect 
themselves against delivery delays should not be evident in the future. 

Other factors that have contributed to the rise in highway construction costs 
are increased labor rates and prices for materials. It is evident that short- 
eutting methods now being employed by many contractors particularly on large 
projects are successfully offsetting a large share of the rise in costs attributed 
to these price components. 

Data for preparation of this quarter’s index was provided by 128 projects of 
which 53.1 percent were under $50,000; 14.8 percent ranged from $50,000 to 
$100,000 ; 18.7 percent ranged from $100,000 to $250,000; 5.5 percent ranged from 
$250,000 to $500,000; 1.6 percent ranged from $500,000 to $1 million and 6.3 
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percent were over $1 million. The total bid value of these projects amounted 
to $39,094,189 and the projects under $50,000 accounted for 3.2 percent of the 
total; between $50,000 and $100,000 was 3.6 percent; between $100,000 and 
$250,000 was 10.2 percent ; between $250,000 and $500,000 was 5.6 percent ; between 
$500,000 and $1 million was 3.7 percent and over $1 million was 73.7 percent. 

Bidder competition has held up during this quarter with the average bidders 
per contract standing at 6.2 compared with 3.7 a year ago and 5.1 for the last fiscal 
year. The accompanying table shows in detail the number of projects, the 
project values and the average number of bidders arranged by value brackets. 


Number and size of projects, total bid values and average number of bidders 


(July 1, 1957, to Sept. 30, 1957) 














Up to $50,000 | $100,000 | $250,000 | $500,000 Over All 
Project volume $50,000 to to to to $1,000,000 | projecis 
$100,000 | $250,000 | $500,000 |$1,000,000 
sincere teitaianlilanapoeaniimnentapetcipay lsceniagunnilcagiiplialiees | —- ‘ alleen 
Road projects: 
Number of projects. _-...} 56) 18 18 6 2 1 101 
Total value !_...........- |$1, 044, 252) $1, 340, 102)$2, 892, 258)$1, 879, 608)$1, 451, 301} $1, 679, 044) $10, 286, 565 
Average number of bid- 
ders... ik trthecgllinwdele 4. 6) 6. 4) 7. 2} 10.7 7.5 11.0 5.9 
Structure projects: | | 
Number of projects. - ---.} 12) 1 6} 1 2) 22 
Total value !__...._......| $209,825) $80, 496/$1, 082,600) $204, 452). __. $8, 977, 458) $10, 644, 831 
Average number of bid- | } | 
aa a hediichicgnkncintenen ot 5. 7} 9.0 10. 5) OOsiv~.<s. 6.5 7.3 
Combination projects: | | 
Number of projects_ ..-.-| - ‘ bbbni bececqaate 5} 5 
Total value !__.....-- pl ereccb adele dem tdinye linens ae |. ...|$18, 162, 793\$18, 162, 793 
Average number of bid- | | | } | 
a a ia ei ca . . 7.8 7.8 
Summary: 
Number of projects... --} 68 19 24 7} 2 8 128 
Total value ! $1, 254, 077) $1, 420, 598/$3, 974, 858) $2, 174, 060) $1, 451, 301| $28, 819, 295/$39, 094, 189 
erage number of bid- | | 
Miss eis cutcanteas<o} 4. 8) 6.5 8. 0) 10.3 7. 5) 7.9) 6.2 


| | | 


Bid items only. 


TOTAL AVERAGE BIDDERS BY MONTHS 








| July | August September | Average for 
| 3 months 
——— ——- ————- — — — oe —_—_—- -— -—-—-— ee —_ \— — as 
EIRP Qe Se ae Se eee 6.1 | 6.7 5.7 6.2 
a ae ea “ on 3.7 3.7 3.7 





The California Highway construction cost index, the Engineering News-Record 
construction cost index and the United States Bureau of Public Roads composite 
mile index, all reduced to the base 1940=—100 are shown on the accompanying 
graph. The latter two indexes are based on nationwide construction costs. 

The Engineering News-Record cost index which now stands at 303.2 again 
shows a rise at a slightly higher rate of increase than in the second quarter of 
1957. It is up 7.5 index points or 2.5 percent from the second quarter. 

The Bureau of Public Roads composite mile index for the second quarter of 
1957 at the level of 237.2, which is the latest available, was up 0.2 index points 
or 0.08 percent over the first quarter of 1957. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
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PRICE INDEX 
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1940 = 100 
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The California highway construction cost indew 


Year: Year: 
ee 100. 0 Bs rinses ted rats tavnintiestige 215. 2 
ll 125. 0 1954 (2d quarter 1954, 189.0)_. 193.5 
Rehabs cessed agin oeonis tag Saeed 157.5 1955 (1st quarter) —--___--_ 189. 3 
Bessie victipitonasincceceteseniih ia dcanaiat 156. 4 1955 (2d quarter) —..------ 212.4 
Tie eos 177.8 1955 (3d quarter)... ..__. 208. 6 
Re li ciscasteidestahalphaplhctneticasestnan sample 179.5 1955 (4th quarter) ----_--_- 212. 6 
tacit fae tdesbteeateneksacnnnies 179. 7 1956 (1st quarter) -._----_- 219. 5 
WO sities eschinitbiisdaigridiehtdlesetiiiaaa as 203. 3 1956 (2d quarter) -....~-. 255. 9 
adi kc  O 216. 6 1956 (3d quarter)-—_-.-.---- 249.1 
Be aissicticccineiettn Ort ti. 190. 7 | 1956 (4th quarter) _........ 252.1 
1950 (1st quarter 1950, 160.6) 181. 2 Teor’ (28t Quarter) .......... 277.7 
1951 (4th quarter 1951, 245.4) 225. 0 1957 (2d quarter)... ~~ 266. 9 
atl tion ealain edie es fect 225. 9 1957 (38d quarter) —....-_... 237.5 


Chairman Batpwin. We would like to accept your offer to make 
this available to every member of the committee if you would. 

Mr. Vickery. I will be glad to see that you get a copy—every mem- 
ber on this committee. 

The second question in your letter, yes, the second question, Mr. 
Baldwin, was problems of right-of-way acquisition, particularly as 
to whether this has resulted in increasing costs above those anticipated. 
Insofar as California is concerned we have kept a close watch on this 
situation and have noted particular effect on right-of-way acquisi- 
tion costs because of the accelerated highway construction program. 

What I am reading is not in your pamphlet. Of course, several of 
the Western States have been confronted with tremendously increased 
right-of-way acquisition costs since World War II. But this is pri- 
marily due to the high influx of new population resulting in accel- 
erated land development program as far as industrial and residential 
real estate value. To a considerable extent California has been able 
to offset this trend through our advanced right-of-way acquisition 
program. I think that right-of-way acquisition program you are 
familiar with, in which we have a $30 million trust fund for buying 
rights-of-way. Under this program we have been successful in secur- 
ing title to large segments of right-of-way in advance of land develop- 
ments. 

I might interpose here that it has been estimated that the first 
expenditure under that program was in the neighborhood of $25 mil- 
lion. Weestimated we saved about $160 million. 

Chairman Batpwin. Would you repeat those figures? You say you 
saved $160 million ? 

Mr. Vickery. 160. With an expenditure of $25 million for un- 
developed land that was in the process of being developed we esti- 
mated we saved $160 million that would have cost us to buy the right- 
of-way later. 

Chairman Batpwrn. In other words, that would have been at least 
6 times as much as what you paid for it? 

Mr. Vickery. That is correct. 

Chairman Batpwry. How many years ahead of time did you pur- 
chase that right-of-way over what you would have if you had waited ¢ 

Mr. Vickery. We do not have a fixed formula. When we started 
out, we started out to use that money if the purchase of the right-of- 
way normally was at least 5 years ahead. But we have not adhered to 
that closely and in some instances we bought the right-of-way that 
was nearer to us than perhaps 3 years. 
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Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire, do you believe the Federal law should 
remain as it is written relative to land acquisition ? 

Mr. Vickery. We have no suggestion to offer except under one sec- 
tion, Mr. McGregor, which is section 110a. I will come to that in a 
few minutes. * 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you. 

Mr. Vickery. A second and vitally important matter in connec- 
tion with the tremendously increased right-of-way acquisition cost 
is the fact that since World War II a very large proportion of Cali- 
fornia’s total right-of-way acquisition has been for metropolitan and 
urban freeway construction as compared to the major portion of our 
expenditure prior to World War II being for conventional highways. 
This one factor has been the principle cause of the increase in the cost 
per parcel of right-of-way from approximately $2,800 in 1942 to 
$14,900 in 1956-57. We have little or no problem in connection with 
land speculators attempting to work immediately in advance of our 
right-of-way negotiators. 

As our right-of-way department is very alert to this situation and 
we have always had excellent cooperation from roadside merchandisers 
such as the major chain service station operators, the State division of 
real estate, and local real estate and property owners, all have been 
cooperative. 

The fourth matter in your letter, Mr. Baldwin, referred to the 
formula of apportionment. I believe that we have covered this unless 
you want to ask additional questions. 

Chairman Batpwtn. Let me ask you a question. You are talking 
about the Federal interstate formula ? 

Mr. Vickery. Yes. 

Chairman Batpwrn. Are you going to make comment on whether 
the allocation to the primary, secondary, and urban roads are suitable 
in your opinion ? 

Mr. Vickery. I am not going to make a comment on that except to 
this extent: We have just completed, or we are completing for the 
Bureau of Public Roads, an estimate of the cost of constructing all of 
the roads in the State, as you know. I think we would like to see those 
estimates of what they are in the whole country, and get some picture 
of the income as related to the job to be done before we make any 
material comment on the allocation of primary and secondary money. 

Of course, there is this to be said about it. That while there is some 
reason you know for doing otherwise Congress will have the data upon 
which to allocate the primary, secondary, and urban money on the 
needs basis if the time comes up for consideration. 

Mr. McGrecor. But that data we are going to get from you. 

Mr. Vickery. Yes. 

Mr. McGrecor. The people back in California. 

Years ago we used to say that we couldn’t participate in Federal 
funds on these intrastate, farmer-market roads, because the specifica- 
tions were so expensive that we couldn’t build. Now under the new law 
your local engineers, in conjunction with your State highway officials 
can draw specifications for a structure to meet their needs in that com- 
munity and still participate in Federal funds? 

Mr. Vickery. That is correct. 

Mr. McGrecor. Now I am wondering, is California participating in 
that portion of the program ? 
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Mr. Vickery. Yes, practically all of the secondary money-in Cali- 
fornia goes on those, not on the State highway system. It goes on the 
local roads. 

Mr. McGrecor. Then you do feel that your local engineers in con- 
junction with the State highway department knows more about the 
immediate needs and the local needs in compliance with this particular 
section of the law so that you are able to participate in Federal funds 
without sending it to Washington ? 

Mr. Vickery. In 1947 California made quite a major change in 
highway laws, as you know, and at the time they made that the situa- 
tion with regard to county road commissioners was the specifications 
and requirements were very materially elevated. Since 1947, in the 
10-year intervening period, the level of the road commissioners has 
very materially raised and California is very fortunate that it has a 
very high class group of county road commissioners. They are very 
able in almost every instance to handle their problems themselves with 
such help as we can give them. 

Mr. McGrecor. I am recalling specifically, and I want the record 
to show, and I quote from section 102 of the Federal act: 

In the cases of those sums heretofore, herein, or hereafter apportioned to 
any State for projects in the Federal-aid secondary highway system, the Secre- 
tary of Commerce may, upon request of any State, discharge his responsibility 
relative to the plans, specifications, estimates, surveys, contract awards, design, 
inspection, and construction of such secondary road projects by his receiving 
and approving a certified statement by the State highway department setting 
forth that the plans, designs, and construction of said projects are in accord 
with the standards and procedures of such State applicable to projects in the 
category approved by him. 

Mr. Vickery. We are operating under that very successfully and 
very happily and we would suggest that consideration be given to 
extending that particular provision of the law to the primary and 
urban funds. It would expedite the work very materially. No rea- 
son that we can see why we wouldn’t get vood work and decrease 
personnel, decrease engineer costs and be of a benefit generally. 

The fifth item in your letter, Mr. Baldwin, pertained to the toll 
roads. As you know, that estimate is being made for the Bureau by 
the States. It has been made here in California and has always gone 
back to Washington, and, as nearly as we can tell, under that provi- 
sion there would be something like 300—oh, somewhere in the neigh- 
borhood of $300 million work of roads that have been completed prior 
to 1956 act on the Interstate System of highways. 

California’s position in 1956, as you well know, was that we were 
opposed to the reimbursement because we thought the thing to do was 
take the money to the job and think about that which has already 
been done at some later date. I would like to say that we have re- 
served the privilege of sort of looking the thing over again after these 
estimates were in. 

There are many angles to it. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire there when the 1956 act was put 
into effect we put a tax on the people to build new roads? 

Mr. Vickery. That’s right. 

Mr. Grecor. We didn’t put it in to pay for endorsers. 

Mr. Vickery. That’s right. 

Chairman Batpwrn. Mr. Vickery, could I follow that up? 
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The proposal in 1956 which was not put in the bill was, if reim- 
bursement was made for those States that had toll roads, reimburse- 
ment should be made to those States who had spent their own money 
on interstate free highways, and that is where California fitted in 
because you have been expending large sums of the State money on 
the Interstate System in excess of the matching formula of the Fed- 
eral Government. Now, your point is that you would prefer not to 
have any reimbursement for your interstate highways that you built 
with your funds alone and not have any reimbursement to any State 
for those who have, toll roads in the Interstate System? You would 
just prefer that all the new funds go to new construction, is that right? 

Mr. Vickery. That’s right, with one exception. It seems to us that 
it would not be out of the way at all to consider outstanding bonds on 
the toll road as a deficiency. Now that was not done on the original 
estimate. 

The outstanding bonds on the toll roads was not considered at all. 
It seemed to us that it would be perfectly proper to consider out- 
standing bonds as a deficiency because that yet has to be naid off 
and that money would be in there on the needs basis, you see. So 
that the State would be paying off the bonds, really, with their own 
money, and the only advantage they would have would be a slight 
increase in the percentage to go to that State. 

Mr. McGregor. You mean that for a period of time, not now. 

Mr, Vickery. Oh, no. 

Mr. McGrecor. And I am not liked too well in my own State of 
Ohio because I have opposed paying off their bonds, but I can’t see 
my way clear to vote the taxpayers’ money to pay off private bonds 
and I hope later on maybe we can clear up something. 

Mr. Vickery. Mr. McGregor, we certainly would go along with you 
on principle, but this money is not for the principle of paying 
endorsers. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Vickery, we noticed today in the discussions 
that you are contemplating to build a new toll bridge at Martinez. 

Mr. Vickery. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. That bridge, as I understand it, the construction has 
not started and you have merely issued the bonds for construction. 
You are not paying for a dead horse. Should not a bridge of that 
kind be a part of the Interstate Highway System and be paid for 
90 percent by the Government ? 

Mr. Vickery. Well, the Benicia-Martinez Bridge, the bonds have 
not been sold. The bonds have been sold for the Carquinez Bridge. 
The bond provision in the law was for $80 million but we have only 
sold, I believe, 48. 

Mr. Mack. Then when you say the Martinez Bridge 

Mr. Vickery. Well, actually we sold 46. 

Mr. Mack. Then you say the Martinez Bridge should not come 
under the formula of receiving Federal funds—— 

Mr. Vickery. Oh, yes, I think it should come under the Interstate 
System and be built as such. 

Mr. Mack. How about the other bridge? 

Mr. Vickery. There are legal objections to that and that becomes 
a very complicated problem because when the State act was written 
the intention was to build 2 bridges, 2 toll bridges, and the toll is 
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based on that. There are to be 2 toll bridges, so you can see the 
difference. 

Mr. Mack. How about the first bridge when only a very small part 
of the money has been obtained ? 

Mr. Vickery. That bridge has been entirely finished and that comes 
from the category of outstanding bonds. 

Mr. Scupper. How do you get around the provision of the law 
that you cannot spend Federal money on the approach to the bridge 
where there is a toll charge? 

Mr. Vickery. You can spend the Federal money. You can spend 
Federal money on approaches to a toll bridge to build up to the point 
where you have to collect tolls. In other words, you can build up to 
the first intersection where you are coming to the toll. 

Mr. Scupper. In other words, on a through highway that crosses 
a toll bridge it surely isn’t the intent of the law that a minimum flow 
turnoff road will comply? I know that is done in New York but 
I think it is an evasion of the intent of the law. 

Mr. Vickery. I think we can demonstrate that with a map. 

Mr. McGrecor. In other words, as the law is written you can get 
on the approach and you can’t get off but we still don’t allow the 
Federal funds to used on a toll road. 

Mr. Vickery. You can only spend interstate money up to the point 
where you get off on the approach to the bridge. This will 
demonstrate right here. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is one of the problems we will have to iron 
out. 

Mr. Vickery. I have the Benicia-Martinez Bridge laid out on this 
map. Now, the yellow part of the bridge there as you see it is the 
part that will be built with bonds, and the blue coming up to it from 
either side is on the Interstate System. And that should be paid for 
with interstate money. 

Mr. McGrecor. After you get on the blue you can’t get off. 
ane Vickery. Oh, yes, you can get off. There is an intersection 
there. 

Mr. Scupper. What percentage would get off? We are interested 
in a fair and just law. The law provides that there shall not be a 
toll charge made on a highway in which Federal money is placed. 
I imagine 99 percent of the cars go across the bridge and only 1 
percent would turn off. 

Mr. Vickery. Mr. Scudder, I have an idea. I don’t know. I 
would have to ask the attorney, but this law is probably considering 
that the bridge road be built out of a bond. I think the provision in 
the law contemplates that the toll bridge will actually be built. Other- 
wise, you couldn’t spend the interstate money on it. Do I make my 
point clear? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes, but I still believe there is a danger as to the 
intent of the law. Either we should repeal or amend the law. We 
have had the same problem regarding the approaches to the Golden 
Gate Bridge. They couldn’t use the money although there is a turnoff 
to Sausalito. But we have never been able to get Federal matching 
money for the ———— 

Mr. Vickery. Oh, yes. The State has put money on the Sausalito 
turnoff and on the 19th Street turnoff in this instance. Is that 
correct ? 
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Mr. Scupper. I would like to have that clear because that is not 
my understanding, the bridge district had to put up some $6 million 
to build the approach and the tunnel. 

Mr. Vickery. The Golden Gate borrowed $5 million from the 
State general fund to pay a portion of that approach simply because 
there was not enough money in the State highway fund to build. 
But it was a combination of State money and city highway money 
went into it. 

Mr. Scupper. That problem has never been settled as far as I know. 
I would like to have it cleared up because if the bridge and highway 
district have had to expend money collected in tolls then there should 
be a reimbursement to the district. I would like to have that phase 
amplified. 

Mr. McCoy. Mr. Scudder, the proposition of the approach there 
to the Golden Gate Bridge, the only reason the Golden Gate Bridge 
money was advanced $5 million was to get that work done earlier 
than would otherwise have been done on the basis of needs on U. S. 
101. It was perfectly legal to spend public funds on that approach, 
as Mr. Vickery indicated. As a matter of fact, the State did spend 
about $214 million over and above the 5 million you mentioned. 

Mr. Scupper. Then the 5 million will be returned to the credit of 
the Golden Gate Bridge? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. 

Chairman Batpwin. Mr. Vickery, I would like to follow up at this 
point. As I understand your recommendations of a minute ago, as 
far as toll roads that have been built, and freeways that have been 
built entirely from the State funds on the Federal and State system, 
the position of the California Division of Highways is that no reim- 
bursement should be made for those completed roads. 

Mr. Vickery. Let me say this, Mr. Baldwin. That has been our 
position up to the present time. These estimates are going back there 
now and we would like, of course, to reserve our thinking on that 
after the estimates are in. 

Chairman Batpwin. Surely. 

Now, carrying it a step further, do I understand correctly that 
your statements now as to the authorized toll roads not yet constructed, 
that you feel that any future modifications of the Federal and Inter- 
state Highway Act should authorize the Federal Government to con- 
tribute the same ratio toward those authorized toll roads and then 
let the State use its discretion? The State, of course, has discretion 
to allocate the funds. Would you feel that you want to have these 
authorized toll roads or toll bridges not yet built included as a pos- 
sibility for Federal assistance, depending upon the recommendations 
of the Division of Highways? Isthat your thought ? 

Mr. Vickery. I don’t know that I would try to answer that question 
completely. It is rather complicated. Insofar as California is con- 
cerned we have no tolls. 

Chairman Batpwin. This is a toll bridge. 

Mr. Vickery. Oh, you mean the one here ? 

Chairman Batpwry. I am using that as an example. 

Mr. Vickery. We show there what we would do with the Benicia- 
Martinez Bridge. In other words, we would use interstate money up 
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to the point there where Mr. Scudder has the pointer. On the other 
side we would build the bridge itself with bonds to be paid for with 
tolls. The upper section going the other way is on the regular high- 
way State system and would be paid for with regular State funds. 
Our thinking at the moment is, that is all of the contribution that 
would come from interstate funds. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire of Frank, Don’t you believe we are 
going to have to be a little more flexible with Federal funds as far 
as we can, relative to the feeder? Let’s be honest about it. We don’t 
like to spend Federal funds for toll roads or paying off private bonds, 
but we are in the situation where we are either going to have to do 
that or spend millions of dollars on an Interstate System parallel 
with it in order to complete our Interstate System. Is that it? 

Mr. Vickery. I think I agree with you that it needs a new look 
after the estimates are in. 

Mr. Mack. Is the Martinez Bridge on the Interstate System / 

Mr. Vickery. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. I thought you said a few moments ago that you would 
favor building it out of the interstate funds. 

Mr. Vickery. Just as we have it there. 

Mr. Mack. Not the entire bridge. 

Mr. Vickery. No, because the bridge there is built from bonds. 

Mr. Mack. But no construction has started yet. 

Mr. Vickery. No. Before I made the point that we have a com- 
plication in our State law there. 

Mr. Mack. I remember that. 

Chairman Baupwry. Mr. Vickery, then to accomplish the type of 
thing you are referring to here, as you note, the Federal bill is worded 
in terms of the whole United States. What specific modification would 
you recommend for the Federal bill to accomplish the objective that 
you are pointing out here ? 

Mr. Vickery: No change in the bill to accomplish that. It will do it 
now as it is written. 

Chairman Batpwin. In other words, you have that power to allo- 
cate funds for the approaches to that bridge 4 

Mr. Vickery. That’s right. It’s laid out in the law. 

Chairman Batpwin. Then it is up to you if you want to allocate 
Federal funds. 

Mr. Vickery. In other words, Mr. Baldwin, if we could amend our 
State law satisfactorily then we could build that entire project from 
interstate money. 

Chairman Batpwiy. I see. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one more question. 
[ am still not clear; I would like to have it cleared up because I have 
given a great amount of consideration to this matter of approaches to 
toll bridges. Do you provide in your bond issue for the building of 
this bridge, that as soon as the cost of the bridge is paid off it will then 
become a free bridge ? 

Mr. Vickery. Oh, yes. 

Mr. ScuppeEr. Then you do qualify for approach money? Wedidn’t 
as far as the Golden Gate Bridge is concerned. I endeavored to have 
the proper authorities amend the law to provide that when the bridge 
bonds were paid off it would become a toll-free bridge. They didn’t 
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comply with my advise and therefore it was necessary for the district 
to expend local money for the construction of the additional approach. 

Mr. Vickery. I would like to direct your attention, Mr. Baldwin, to 
one change in the law; that is, 110a of the bill. It is page 9 and 10 of 
the bill. 

For the purpose of facilitating the acquisition of rights-of-way on any of the 
Federal aid highway systems, including the Interstate System, in the most ex- 
peditious and economical manner and recognizing that the acquisition of rights- 
of-way requires lengthy planning and negotiations if it is to be done at a reason- 
able cost, the Secretary of Commerce is hereby authorized upon request of a State 
highway department to make available to such State for acquisition of rights-of- 
way in anticipation of construction and under such rules and regulations as the 
Secretary of Commerce may prescribe the funds apportioned to such State for 
expenditure on any of the Federal-aid highway systems, including the Interstate 
System, provided that the agreement between the Secretary of Commerce and 
the State highway department for the reimbursement of the cost of such rights-of- 
way shall provide for the actual construction of a road on such rights-of-way 
within a period not exceeding 5 years following the fiscal year in which such 
request is made. 

We were going ahead on the basis, and it has been agreed to by the 
Bureau of Public Roads, that as long as we got a road started within 
the area in which we had made the agreement for the right-of-way, we 
had complied with the law. But the Bureau of Public Roads has now 
ruled that the entire project has to be constructed in 5 years. 

Mr. McGrecor. Would you repeat that again ? 

Mr. Vickery. The Federal Government—let me demonstrate. If 
you will turn to your brochure again. 

Mr. McGreeor. You mean they say the whole project has to be 
O. K’d before you can get any money ? 

Mr. Vickery. It has to be built. Now, if you will take the map 
which is in the back of the brochure which is the freeway in Los 
Angeles County, the effect of this is that if we are to use right-of-way 
money on that route there from the beginning to end the whole project 
must be constructed within 5 years. Now, that we can’t do. 

Mr. McGrecor. I don’t think that was the intent of the law. 

Mr. Vickery. If you will turn to the next part of your brochure 
you will see there a letter directed to the Federal Highway Adminis- 
trator which explains this entire situation. The matter is now under 
consideration by the Bureau. Change has not been made, but if the 
Bureau stands on the position that they have taken, then they want 
to get the law changed. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, m: iy [ inquire, has your councilman 
made a recommendation as to how the law can be changed? Because 
personally I am of the opinion that your interpretation of the law 
is the same as ours and it doesn’t mean the entire project. 

Mr. Vickery. No, we have not formally submitted a proposed change 
in the law, but we will when the time comes. 

C hairman Batpwin. Mr. Vickery, is it your general feeling, even 
though you say you are going to rec ommend specifically when the 
time comes, that if we modify this to provide simply that the construc- 
tion be begun within five years, would that accomplish your object? 

Mr. Vickery. Let me go back to the intent, back again to what I 

read at the beginning. The intent of this bill is to build within a 
specified period of years. If this system is going to be built in 13 
years or 15 years, you have to be buying rights-of-way all over, just 
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as fast as you can get the right-of-way you have to buy it. And some 
of the rights you purchase now may not be used for construction for 
13 years. 

Chairman Batpwrn. Would it be your recommendation that you 
eliminate completely the year limitations? 

Mr. Vickery. I would not like to suggest right now the exact word- 
ing of the amendment, but we will give it to you. Probably it would 
go back to the intent of the law. 

Now, the last item that you have, Mr, Baldwin, the right-of-way 
through the Benicia Arsenal. I have another map here but it may 
be that the officers from the Benicia Arsenal] will want to handle that 
themselves. If they do I will be glad for them to handle it. 

Chairman Batpwin. Are you asking whether the officers of the 
Benicia Arsenal have a different map ? 

Mr. Vickery. No, we all have the same map and I might say this. 
It is just a matter of determining what has been agreed to. The corps 
of controlling engineers has now been employed to determine how 
to rearrange ‘the arsenal to fit this alinement and that report is ex- 
pected to be in in Dec rember, ‘The cost, of course, the State cost or 
highway cost, we feel there is no problem. It is just a matter of time. 

Chairman Batpwiy. Do I understand you to say that the right- 
of-way has already been agreed to between—— 

Mr. Vickery. The location has been : agreed to. 

Chairman Baupwin. The location has been agreed to between the 
division of highways and- 

Mr. Vickery. I believe it ‘has been agreed to in Washington. 

Chairman Batpwin. If that is the case is this any longer holding 
up your procedure as far as the construction of the br idge is 
concerned ¢ 

Mr. Vickery. No; I wouldn’t say that, because even if we had the 
right-of-way through the arsenal today, the market is such that we 
might or might not be able to go ahead with the bridge. I might read 
just what I have here with regard to it so you will have it in your 
record. 

Insofar as the proposed Benicia Bridge across the Carquinez Strait is con- 
cerned, which necessitates approaches crossing the property of the Army at the 
Benicia Arsenal, we have had excellent cooperation from the San Francisco 
office of the United States Army engineers and from the commandant and his 
staff. Correspondence about the bridge approaches was forwarded by military 
authorities, the Office of Chief of Ordnance, Washington, D. C.,.on August 28, 
1956; February 14, 1957, approval of certificate of availability was received by 
the Corps of Bngineers in San Francisco and at the present time arrangements 
for relocation and readjustment of building improvements have been made. Fol- 
lowing this a formal agreement will be'worked out between the State and the 
Department of Defense, which will include the transfer of necessary land to 
the State of California. 

Chairman Batpwrn. Let me go back to this point for just a moment. 
My understanding was that the important thing from the standpoint 
of planning the rest of the bridge was to determine specifically where 
the rights of way were going to go. 

Mr. Vickery. That’s right. 

Chairman Batowin. If I understand your testimony that has been 
done. 

Mr. Vickery. That has been done. 

Chairman Batpwrn. The location has been determined. 
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Mr. Vickery. That’s right. 

Chairman Batpwrn. And therefore in your opinion that is no 
longer holding = the State’s plans for construction of the bridge. 

Mr. Vickery. That is correct. When that is ready, when that is 
completed, then we will investigate the bond market and other things 
and give the consideration. 

At the present time probably we cannot go ahead with it anyway 
because of the bond market. 

Chairman Batpwin. Does this complete your presentation? 

Mr. Vickery. Yes; it does. 

Chairman Batpwin. I know that other members of the committee 
may have questions, but I would like to ask one question. We have 
had a question raised from a member of the audience before this meet- 
ing asking specifically what the views of the State division of high- 
ways are on plans for beautification’of freeways. That is, are your 
future plans for freeways made with the idea of spending some con- 
sideration for the beautification of freeways, how they fit in with the 
pattern of the area? 

Mr. Vickery. Yes; that is true; and our budget which was just 
approved yesterday, carries a considerable sum of money. I don’t 
recall how much was on the Interstate System, but it included a con- 
siderable sum of money for landscaping. 

It has been our practice throughout the years in building these 
freeways to come in with necessary plantings as rapidly as we could 
after the present freeway was constructed and we have in the past 
very largely held to that type of planting because it was necessary 
for protection on the roads, and traffic control, and that sort of thing. 
It is pretty difficult from just looking at it to tell that that is land- 
scaping, but recently we have tried to tie that in with landscaping, 
and we are planning for the landscaping of freeways as rapidly as 
they are built. Of course, you know that living here in California 
that we never can do in the way of landscaping what was done in 
the East because we have the desert conditions to contend with. 

Chairman Baupwin. Mr. Vickery, before you finish may I ask if 
there are any questions on my right. 

Mr. Kuiuczynsxt. Mr. Chairman, just one question and it will be a 
hot potato for us when we get back to Washington, and you can 
answer this if you want to. My mind is open on it. 

I guess every newspaper in the country is against it. The regula- 
tions of billboards, would you be for the regulations by the county, 
State or Federal Government ? 

Mr. Vickery. We believe here in California the bills are controlled 
by local authority. We believe that is good enough. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxtr. That is your California law? 

Mr. Vickery. That is right, the California law. I think before 
I finish Mr. Booker wanted to clear up something on the Golden Gate 
Bridge. 

Chairman Batpwin. Before you finish, Mr. Vickery, are there any 
other questions on my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Batpwin. Any questions on my left ? 

Mr. Mack. Is the program of highway construction in California 
being held up by any shortages such as civil engineers, cement, or 
road building equipment ? 
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Mr. Vickery. It is not being held up because of shortage of engi- 
neers or cement, but we have had some trouble with steel. Now, I 
am not prepared to answer that question. Perhaps Mr. McCoy, 
again, or somebody else can. Are we being held up because of the 
lack of steel? He says, “No.” The answer is “No.” Then the answer 
to all your categories is “No.” 

Chairman Batpwin. Any other questions on my left? 

Mr. Dootry. No questions. 

Mr. Byrne. No questions. 

Chairman Batpwin. Mr. Booker. 


STATEMENT OF B. W. BOOKER, ASSISTANT STATE HIGHWAY 
ENGINEER 


Mr. B. W. Booxer. I think we should clear up this matter of the 
Golden Gate Bridge because as I heard it I didn’t quite agree with 
it. The $5 million was borrowed to pay for this construction. It was 
supposed to be paid back. It was part of the general fund. It was 
supposed to be paid back. So, the status of the matter is this: The 
State has paid out $244 million of State funds. But there was $5 
million paid out of the funds from the genera] fund. That is ex- 
pected to be paid back by the bridge district. 

Mr. Scupper. In other words, the bridge district is having to pay 
for their approaches because of the fact that they did not amend the 
law providing for a toll-free bridge at a future time. 

Mr. Booxer. The reason they paid for it was, of course, they 
wanted to expedite the construction and they were willing to do it 
because they thought of an answer to the bridge revenue. So, actually, 
I don’t think the bridge suffered through this payment of money but 
actually they are going to pay the $5 million back if they live up to 
their obligation. 

Mr. Scupper. That’s right, but the bridge district is going to have 
to pay for that approach out of toll collected on the Golden Gate 
Bridge? 

Mr. Booker. That’s right. 

Mr. Scupper. My contention is that I advised the people in the area 
that if they would amend the State law to provide that when the 
bridge bonds were paid off it would become a toll-free bridge. In that 
event the State would have been able to spend State and Federal 
money for the approach rather than have it come out of the future 
tolls of the bridge to the tune of $5 million. 

Mr. McCoy. Mr. Scudder, it wasn’t a question of that at all. The 
only reason that the Golden Gate Bridge advanced the money was to 
get that job done earlier than it would have been done normally under 
the normal procedure of the State highway department. They ad- 
vanced the $5 million to get the job done at that particular time in 
order to increase the traffic over the Golden Gate Bridge. 

Mr. Scupprr. Then the Golden Gate Bridge District will be repaid 
out of the State funds? 

Mr. McCoy. No; they won’t be paid. They are advancing that 
money in order to get the job done earlier. It was not a question of 
tolls or anything else; no question of law was involved. They volun- 
teered to advance $5 million in order to get the job done out of order, 
ahead of time. 
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Mr. Scupper. Then the users of the Golden Gate Bridge, are paying 
the $5 million for constructing a highway approach to the Golden 
Gate Bridge ? 

Mr. McCoy. They did that of their own volition, not at our re- 
quest at all. 

Mr. Scupper. Well, they were more liberal than I thought. 

Mr. McCoy. They did not have to do it legally. 

Mr. Doo.ry. Mr. Chairman, may I point out to my distinguished 
colleague that in the Narrows Bridge in New York, a $300 million dol- 
lar price of construction, the Federal Government is advancing funds 
te the approaches of that bridge. There is no assurance that it will 
turn back as a free bridge eventually. 

Chairman Batpwin. Gentlemen, we are running on a time schedule. 
We are aiming to close at 4 o’clock. I see we have about 12 or 13 
minutes. We would like to allow a little time to call on the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers at Benicia Arsenal for their views 
on it. Mr. Durkee, do you have any other witnesses ? 

Mr. Durker. I think that’s all we have there. I would like just 
1 minute here. 

Chairman Batpwin. Yes. 

Mr. Durxer. On this Benicia Bridge I think it should be pointed 
out that this project including the parallel Carquinez Bridge, was 
a toll bridge revenue project initiated in California under the Cali- 
fornia Toll Bridge Authority Act and special legislation a consider- 
able period of time prior to the enactment of the Federal act of 1956. 

In the bond resolution which is the contract you might say between 
the California Toll Bridge Authority and the purchasers of the bonds 
that have already been sold to finance the work that you saw on your 
way today, we have obligated ourselves to have a toll bridge between 
Martinez and Benicia and not a free bridge, and that is an obligation, 
a contractural obligation which must be kept in good faith, 

Therefore, if a bridge is built between Benicia and Martinez under 
these proceedings, it must be a toll bridge and not a free bridge. That 
is our legal position. 

I just want to thank you again for giving us this opportunity to 
appear. I want to emphasize again that Mr. Vickery has, as far 
as we are concerned in California, the 1956 act is all right, except 
in that minor provision regarding the rights-of-way that we want to 
submit an amendment to you at some later time. 

Chairman Batpwry. Mr. Durkee, would you like for the record to 
state the fact, the names of your State highway commissioners who 
are present or were present today ? 

Mr. Durer. Yes, I think they are here. If they have time they 
would like tomakea statement. Mr. James Guthrie. 

Chairman Batpwin. Would you ask them to stand up. 

Mr. Durx«erer. Mr. Guthrie is vice chairman of the commission from 
San Bernardino. 

Mr. Chester Worrell from Fresno. 

Mr. H. Steven Chase from San Francisco. He had to leave, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Robert McClure from Santa Monica. 

Mr. Fred Spears from Escondido. 

Mr. Robert L. Bishop from Santa Rosa. 








28 NORTHERN CALIFORNIA ROADS 


Chairman Batpwin. Gentlemen, on behalf of the committee we 
would like to thank you for your interest in being with us today and 
your very excellent cooperation in carrying out the California pro- 
gram under the Federal Interstate Act. 

Mr. Durkee and Mr. McCoy, Mr. Vickery and Mr. Booker, we 
certainly want to thank you for the testimony you have given us. We 
learned how well our laws are operating by coming out and finding 
out exactly how they are working in practice, and you gentlemen 
are the ones who can give us the answers. 

We do have representatives here from the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers at the Benicia Arsenal and I wonder if maybe 
they should collectively testify. Between yourselves, which would 
prefer to go first, between the United States Army Corps of Engineers ? 
Would you give your full name, please. 


STATEMENT OF LT. COL. JAMES A. BOYKIN, ASSISTANT ENGINEER, 
SAN FRANCISCO, DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Lt. 
Col. James A. Boykin, assistant engineer of the San Francisco District 
Corps of Engineers. As pertains to the right-of-way through Benicia 
Arsenal for the proposed highway and bridge, the statements made 
by the State of California are essentially concurred in by us. I 
would like to say that the agreement on the exact right-of-way has 
been approved in the Department of the Army as to be tentatively 
available for planning purposes for other than military use, subject 
to conditions to be imposed by the Chief of Ordnance. Now these 
conditions pertain principally to getting water across the Carquinez 
Bridge to not impeding the operation of the ordnance facility. 

At the present time we are at this stage in the planning. The 
State of California has a contract with Indenco Engineers, Inc. of 
San Leandro, Calif., an architect-engineer firm for planning of the 
engineering work to be done; that what buildings are going to be 
affected by this proposed right-of-way, what new work must be accom- 
plished and so forth. 

Upon the completion of this work, the Army, the Corps of Engineers 
in particular, will approve the planning of this architect-engineer 
which is submitted by the State. It is my understanding after hearing 
the State of California that this will be completed in December. I can 
assure you that the Corps of Engineers will exert every effort to expe- 
dite the approval of this so as not to delay this project in any manner. 

Chairman Batpwin. Then on the point of location of the right-of- 
way which I understand is the key thing for planning and construction 
of the bridge, as far as the location of the right-of-way is concerned, 
that then has definite approval all the way up through the Army 
channels ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. I will read you a direct quote from the Deputy Chief 
of Staff there as to their approval, their tentative availability. They 
made a statement of tentative availability of the land. 

Chairman Batpwin. On the point of tentative availability, I would 
like to just ask the question of the State highway department, is that 
foe of tentative availability sufficient so that you no longer have to 

e delayed in any way in your plans for construction as far as the 
Benicia Arsenal is concerned? The answer is “Yes,” Mr. Vickery ? 
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Mr. Vickery. Yes. 

Mr. Borxrn. Sir, I would like to say this: As soon as we approve 
this work of the architect-engineer which the State has under control, 
we will immediately go into negotiations with the State of California 
for a formal relocation contract which will involve the relocation of 
all these buildings which are involved in the routing of the State 
highway. 

At the same time we will draft an easement deed which will give the 
State easement to this property. 

These two pieces of paper must go forward to the Department of 
the Army for manual approval. However, based on the paper which 
I have just read you, there should be no more than just the formalizing 
of it. 

Chairman Batpwin. Thank you, Colonel. Are there any questions 
on my right ? 

(No response. ) 

Chairman Batpwin. Are there any questions on my left? 

(No response. ) 

Chairman Batpwrn. Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Colonel Lawther, would you like to add anything to the testimony 
of Colonel Boykin? Won’t you come forward? We would like in any 
case to thank you for your very gracious kindness in giving us a tour 
of the Benicia Arsenal this morning and showing us where this right- 
of-way is going to go. 


STATEMENT OF COL. PAUL LAWTHER, COMMANDING OFFICER OF 
BENICIA ARSENAL 


Colonel Lawruer. Paul Lawther, commanding officer of Benicia 
Arsenal. I would like to add just a little to the statement which 
Colonel Boykin in one mouthful made, and which may not be quite 
as easy as one mouthful. 

That is in connection with the right-of-way through the arsenal. 
The facilities or the convenience—I think that was the term he used— 
of the arsenal is affecting well over 200,000 square feet of storage space 
in multiple buildings, multiple locations. It is affecting well over 
600,000 square feet of outside storage space. It affects roads, railroads, 
waterlines, and sewer lines. So, what Colonel Boykin representing 
engineers and speaking for Benicia Arsenal wanted to imply was the 
fact that we needed like or similar facilities so we can use them before 
we can turn to the State and say, “Go through.” Saying it another 
way, we are not like a household or a small-business man that we have 
the opportunity to go out and buy like facilities someplace else. We 
do not have. We have to stay where we are. We have no way to avoid 
it. If we are staying where we are then the buildings and the storage 
spaces which we now have we must have suitable substitutes to move 
into before we can move out of the existing installations. 

Chairman Batpwiy. Colonel, on that point, as I understand it, 
however, would you concur in the statement made by the two pre- 
ceding witnesses, that as far as the location of the right-of-way is 
concerned, that has been agreed to and is satisfactory from your 
standpoint ? 

Colonel Lawrner. That is correct. 
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Chairman Batpwin. The question of providing like storage space 
somewhere else, it could be done any time before the construction 
actually reaches the point where those buildings that you have to be 
removed ; is that correct ? 

Colonel Lawruer. That is correct also, and it is not a very short 
process because it will probably take weeks or months to provide like 
facilities. 

Chairman Batpwin. Let me ask a question again of the division 
of highways. This matter of providing like facilities, do you con- 
sider that analogous to your plans for bridge construction? Mr. 
Vickery, may I repeat my question? Colonel Lawther has mentioned 
they will need like facilities for the buildings to be replaced. Now, 
the fact that the division of highways will have to work out an ar- 
rangement for the provision of like facilities, is that at this time 
delaying the progress and plans for construction of the bridge? 

Mr. Vickery. No, those arrangements have to be made and they 
have to be paid for by the State. We recognize that. 

Chairman Batpwin. But they can be carried on while you are 
continuing ¢ 

Mr. Vickery. No, you can’t actually move buildings. But that 
can be done as soon as these final arrangements are made. 

Chairman Batpwtn. But my point is that as far as your progress 
toward the construction of that bridge, this does not present an 
obstacle at the present time ? 

Mr. Vickery. Not at the present time. 

Chairman Batpwin. Any questions of the colonel ? 

Colonel Lawrner. One word, Mr. Chairman. I am glad to clear 
up today the fact that for the last 2 years since the planning of this 
bridge was first initiated, we have, I believe, not held back the State 
in any way and today I am glad to hear the announcement that it 
was the bond issue that was delaying construction and not any right- 
of-way through the arsenal, which will take some time as which 
should proceed rapidly. 

Chairman Batpwin. Thank you, Colonel. 

Any questions on my left? 

Thank you for your kindness and attendance. 

Mr. Chairman, we are at 1 minute of 4. I had better turn the 
chairmanship back to you, sir. 

Mr. SmitH. Thank you very much, John Baldwin. 

We have had a very informative and valuable hearing. If there 
are no further questions of business that the committee would like 
to bring up, we will stand adjourned. 

(Meeting was thereupon adjourned at 4 p. m.) 
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(The following material was furnished for imsertion:) 


INTERSTATE HIGHWAY PROGRESS IN CALIFORNIA 


Status of California’s Interstate Funds as of October 1, 1957. 


The Federal Aid Highway Acts of 1954 and 1956, authorized apportionments 
of Federal funds to be matched with State funds for improving the Interstate 
Highway System in California in the following amounts: 


| 


Apportionments Ratio Required 


Act gia aed —____—____________| State mateh-| Total cost 
: | ing funds 
Fiscal year Amount Federal | State 


Mill. of dol. 





Mill. of dol. | Mill. of dol. 
14.7 














1954.............--| 1955-56_...-- 9.8 66. 71 33. 29 | 49 

1954_- __..| 1956-57__--- 9.8 66. 71 33. 20 | 4.9 14.7 

ee | 1956-57... 57.0 91. 68 8. 32 5.2 62.2 

10: nck ..| 1957-58...... 96.9 91. 68 | 8 32 | 8.8 105.7 
Subtotal___- REE Ses = ae a 93.8 | 197.3 

1956 . 1958-59 115.4 91.67 | 8.33 | 10.5 125.9 
Total.__- |rvveveeooo-- Oe en a | 34.3 323.2 











On June 30, 1957, California had obligated its entire available interstate ap- 
portionments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, 1957, and 1958, totaling 
$173.5 million of interstate funds. These Federal funds with their required 
State matching funds of $23.8 million provided total available Federal and 
State funds in the amount of $197.3 million for the Interstate System. 

Of the $173.5 million of interstate funds, $2.6 million were obligated for the 
statewide highway planning survey, $64.3 million were used for right-of-way 
acquisition, and $106.6 million for actual construction. 

Subsequent to August 1, 1957, when the apportionment was made for the 
year ending June 30, 1959, in the amount of $115.4 million, after deducting $1.7 
million for the highway planning survey, California had obligated an additional 
$17.5 million of Federal funds on projects processed for advertising leaving 
uvailable until the 1960 apportionment is made interstate funds in the amount 
of only $96.2 million. 

The current budget for 1957-58 contains 4 unadvertised interstate construc: 
tion projects estimated to cost $28.5 million and includes provisions for right- 
of-way expenditure of $66.6 million on interstate routes which will involve 
Federal funds totaling $87.2 million. This leaves only $9 million of interstate 
funds available for future improvement. 

The 1958-59 construction program for which contract awards will start Jan- 
uary 2, 1958, contains 38 items of interstate improvements estimated to cost 
$108.1 million and eligible for interstate fund participation of $99.1 million. 

Subtracting the $9 million available Federal funds leaves a shortage of $90.1 
million of Federal interstate funds and since all of the above projects may be 
underway prior to authorization of an additional apportionment of Federal 
funds, deficit financing under the terms of section 108 (h) of the 1956 act will 
apparently be necessary in the amount of $90.1 million. 

The circumstances briefly outlined above clearly indicate that, unless future 
apportionments are made on a “needs” basis in conformance with the 1956 act 
as enacted, California’s planning program, which currently contemplates com- 
pletion of its portion of the National Interstate System within the period pre- 
scribed by the act, will of necessity require drastic modification. 
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Status of California’s primary, sceondary, and urban funds as of October 1, 1957 
The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 authorized apportionments of Federal 
funds to be matched with State funds for improving the primary and secondary 


highway systems and extensions thereto in urban areas in California in the 
following amounts: 




















Apportionments 
Re- 
quired Total 
Fiscal year Amount (millions) Ratio State cost 

a a lala aesiniaansieciacnn yt EB EEIORIOD 

ing funds 

Primary | Second- | Urban Total Federal State | (millions) 

ary 

oe ee: $2.6 $1.3 $2.8 $6.7 58. 39 41. 61 $4.8 $11.5 
RS « onence it Soo 17.7 9.0 19.0 45.7 58.39 41. 61 32.6 78.3 
Subtotal__._- 20. 3 10.3 21.8 52.4 dita dinke Dic indaahiliiin 37.4 89. 8 
GG okt bansadsccaus 18.8 9.8 19. 4 48.0 58. 34 41. 66 34.2 82.2 
TOU... ce 39. 1 20.1 41.2 RE Bi wanesntel leat abies 71.6 172.0 


On July 30, 1957, California had placed under contract or scheduled for adver- 
tising, projects obligating all primary and urban funds apportioned to the State 
up to and including the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958. 

Under State statutes 984% percent of the Federal-aid secondary funds are re- 
allocated among the counties for construction upon the county portion of the 
secondary system. The State also provides the required matching funds, the 
latter limited to $200,000 per county per fiscal year. The counties must have 
projects under advertisement (by State) before October 1 following the end of 
each fiscal year to which the funds apply. If not so used, then the secondary 
funds are used upon the State highway portion of the Federal-aid secondary 
system. By October 1, 1957, approximately $2144 million of the 1957-58 secondary 
funds had been advertised. 

The apportionment of Federal funds made on August 1, 1957, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1959, has been taken into California’s proposed State highway 
fund budget for the fiscal year July 1, 1958, to June 30, 1959, as anticipated 
revenue. 

The tentative draft of the budget contains sufficient construction projects on 
the Federal-aid primary system which should result in obligating the entire 
1958-59 Federal apportionments of primary and urban funds by construction 
contracts before June 30, 1959. It is anticipated that the counties will have 
construction underway to obligate the secondary funds before the end of ‘the 
period to which they apply. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
DIvIsIon oF HIGHWAYS, 
Sacramento, August 21, 1957. 
Mr. Bertram D. TALLamy, 
Federal Highway Administrator, Bureau of Public Roads, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. TALLAMY: I am attaching copy of letter which I have transmitted to 
you through the usual channels relative to the problem with which we are con- 
fronted in connection with section 110 (a) of the Federal Highway Act of 1956, 
relaive to the advancement of Federal funds to the States for acquisition of 
right-of-way, which contains the provision that actual construction of a road 
must be started within a period not exceeding 5 years following the close of the 
fiscal year in which the project agreement was executed. 

My reason for transmitting a copy direct to you is the hope that the Washing- 
ton office of the Bureau can give the critical problem with which California is 
confronted analysis and study while you are awaiting receipt of my August 19, 
1957, letter through usual channels, as it is imperative from our standpoint that 
consideration be given to a revision of the present ruling; otherwise, we face a 
definite delay in the overall construction program of the Interstate Highway 
System, and equally as important, both the Bureau and the State of California 
will be placed in an untenable position because of the fact that on projects such 
as the San Diego Freeway, because of the tremendous continued migration of 
new population and phenomenal rate of land and building develoment in sec- 
tions of the southerly portion of Los Angeles County and Orange County, a delay 
of 2 or 3 years in the right-of-way acquisition by the State to comply with all 
provisions to secure reimbursement can represent a loss to the taxpayers of mil- 
lions of dollars. 

We are also confronted with the equally difficult situation that when con- 
struction is being carried forward on a major portion of a freeway project of the 
size of the San Diego Freeway, through the Los Angeles and Orange County sec- 
tions, obviously the route for the entire project has been adopted and the affected 
ownerships on delayed sections are common knowledge, with the result that we 
are faced by another serious situation, namely, the blight that is put on these 
affected parcels, creating critical hardship for numerous individual owners. 

We in California are of the very definite opinion that on a project such as the 
San Diego Freeway, where the only reason construction is delayed on certain 
segments is the shortage of Federal funds, and where there can be no doubt 
whatsoever that these segments will go to construction as soon as such funds 
are available, the present interpretation of section 110 (a) by the Bureau must 
be liberalized if the best interests of all parties concerned are to be served. 

Your careful consideration of this matter, and an early decision will be sin- 
cerely appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
G. T. McCoy, 
State Highway Engineer. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS, 
Sacramento, August 19, 1957. 
Mr. Bertram D. TALLAMY, 
Federal Highway Administrator, 
Bureau of Public Roads, 
Washington, D. C. 


(Through office of Division Engineer D. J. Steele) 


Dear Mr. TALLAMY: Reference is made to section 110(a) of the Federal Aid 
Highway Act of 1956, which provides for the advancement of Federal funds to 
a State for the acquisition of rights-of-way with the provision that the project 
agreements for such funds shall provide for the actual construction of a road 
on such rights-of-way within a period not exceeding 5 years following the close 
of the fiscal year in which the project agreement was executed. 

We have been informed by a recently received copy of a memorandum written 
by Regional Engineer S. EB. Farin to Division Engineer D. J. Steele that 
your office has stated that under the law as written, provision must be made 
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for the construction of the entire project for which a project agreement had 
been executed for right-of-way within the 5-year period. 

This interpretation by Public Roads of this provision of the law is working a 
definite hardship on the State of California and will result in losses to the 
motoring taxpayers, the Bureau of Public Roads, and the State, as hereinafter 
outlined. 

In anticipation of the possible future passage of some form of Federal legisla- 
tion for improving the Interstate System, California in early 1955 programed 
as urban and primary projects, without Federal funds, right-of-way acquisi- 
tions on five major metropolitan freeways. The State has been and is continu- 
ing to purchase right-of-way on these five projects. 

Public roads accepted these program items during the early summer of 
1955. 

With the passage of the Federal-Aid Highway Act in 1956, it has been de- 
termined that 4 of the 5 projects referred to above lie on the Interstate System. 
These 4 projects total 115 miles in length; the longest, a part of the San Diego 
Freeway, is 73.8 miles in length. 

The State of California has been apportioned the sum of $66.8 million for the 
1956-57 fiscal year and the sum of $96.9 million for the 1957-58 fiscal year, mak- 
ing a tetal of $163.7 million available for improving the Interstate System. 

Of this total of $163.7 million, $99.5 million is now under contract and covered 
by project agreements and highway planning survey authorizations, leaving 
$64.2 million which has been taken up by right-of-way project agreements. 

This sum of $64.2 million under agreement is for right-of-way acquisition on 
four interstate highways in metropolitan areas referred to above. The State re- 
ceived payment on February 14, 1957, on a progress voucher in the approximate 
amount of $45 million for which we had already executed project agreements. 

These four projects, namely the MacArthur Freeway in Oakland, project 
I-264(10) ; the Golden State Freeway, project I-281(10) ; the San Diego Free- 
way, project I-330(9); and the Santa Monica Freeway, project I-255(1) ; in 
Los Angeles, will not be under construction for their entire length, which means 
that under your 5-year construction requirements new project agreements will 
have to be executed, leaving the State “holding the sack” on several millions of 
dollars, a State cash requirement that this State cannot afford to assume with- 
out materially slowing down both right-of-way procurement and actual letting 
of construction contracts. 

The San Diego Freeway, while the longest of the previously approved right- 
of-way projects, is typical of our metropolitan freeways and will serve to illus- 
trate the effects of the restrictions imposed by Public Roads’ interpretation of the 
5-year construction period provision. 

A map is attached of that portion of the San Diego Freeway (Interstate Route 
83) from a connection with Interstate Route 81 near El Toro in Orange County 
to a connection with Interstate Route 81 near San Fernando in Los Angeles 
County (the overall control points). 

There is indicated on the map the portions covered by the project agreement 
for the right-of-way acquisition, project I-830(9), and the portions authorized 
by Public Roads for purchase of right-of-way, project I-330(10). There is also 
shown the locations of the interstate Federal aid improvements, completed and 
currently under contract. 

It is estimated that an expenditure of approximately $302,981,000 of State and 
Federal funds will be required on this freeway to complete it to interstate 
standards. 

This sum is broken down as follows: 





IES TI io he hi ot oi mtn ehh aden $ 19, 582, 000 
in es re ca nea aotsbeteaelh suid 66, 343, 000 
NU cian hhc canatelpnias aptaich pene nates me enleroeoabbonvenemanldhs shia pibkebhicat see Ase 217, 056, 000 

a a cen nenaeinties 302, 981, 000 


To expend this vast sum of money on this San Diego Freeway section of the 
Interstate System so as to place it entirely under construction within the re- 
stricted 5-year period is impossible under current State laws and existing Fed- 
eral and State revenues. Other parts of the State and other interstate highways 
are entitled to a part of each year’s apportionment. 

The possibility of breaking down the 73.8 mile-long section of the San Diego 
Freeway into a number of individual projects in order to assure construction 
on some within the 5-year period is impractical and will only result in delaying 
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receipt of Federal funds for reimbursement of right-of-way expenditures made 
by the State for those portions not to be constructed within the 5-year period. 

This project must be considered in its entirety. The rapid development that 
is taking place in the area traversed by the freeway makes it imperative that 
the State be in a position to promptly step in and acquire right-of-way wherever 
a “hot” development spot occurs. It is for this reason that our right-of-way 
department has been authorized by the State to purchase right-of-way over the 
entire limits of the project. 

This section of the San Diego Freeway may be considered in the same category 
as a river, the flow of traffic being comparable to the flow of water. It is im- 
practical to improve limited or individual sections of a river channel and allow 
dams to be built on intervening sections. Right-of-way must be protected for its 
entire length so that the completed improvement will properly function. 

The same principles must be followed in freeway construction protecting the 
right-of-way from so-called dams of expensive, intensive subdivision or indus- 
trial development. 

Furthermore, coordination of our designs for the freeway must be carried out 
with the local communities and planning commissions. This can only be 
achieved by considering the entire project. 

The procedure we are following on this and other metropolitan freeways is 
resulting in huge savings of public funds by acquiring right-of-way before de- 
velopment takes place with its higher realty values. 

While we realize that some restriction should be imposed on the States to 
assure that the rights-of-way purchased with Federal and State funds will 
eventually be used for an interstate improvement, the fact that California 
has placed underway on the San Diego Freeway some $13 million of construction 
funds from interstate allocations and is proposing programing additional projects 
this coming fiscal year, is an indication that we are progressively planning the 
improvement of this entire project. 

However, unless some form of relief can be granted to California from the 
restrictive 5-year provision, we will be forced to confine future right-of-way 
negotiations to those sections that we are reasonably assured will be constructed 
within the 5-year period. This restrictive right-of-way program will only result 
in the eventual paying out’of both Federal and State funds for much higher 
right-of-way values. 

The cash situation in California at the present time is quite serious and we 
are deferring the advertisement of interstate projects even though the new 
or third allocation of Federal funds was made August 1, 1957. This is to allow 
our cash to accumulate sufficiently to carry us into early 1958, when additional 
State funds will become available. 

Our revolving fund for advanced right-of-way acquisition, which amounts to 
a little less than $30 million, is practically exhausted at the present writing. 

The increase in Federal fund allocations to California has practically doubled 
our annual budget for engineering, right-of-way, and construction, which means 
that we are approximately 50 percent dependent on Federal reimbursements on 
expenditures made to keep our “cash in hand” up to a point of conservative 
financial operation. 

This also means that we cannot simply program money for right-of-way 
expenditures on these interstate projects and carry the deficit in cash until 
such time after the initial 5-year period when construction is imminent and 
then go under agreement so that Federal reimbursement can be made. 

We have carefully analyzed section 110 (b) of the 1956 act relative to borrow- 
ing money from the Federal Government, but such advancements would be of 
little use to us in view of your 5-year limitation of expenditures for right-of-way. 

Until we received the recent letter from Mr. Farin to Mr. Steele notifying us 
that their Washington, D. C., office had ruled that under the law as written, 
provision must be made for the construction of the entire project for which 
a project agreement had been executed for right-of-way within the subsequent 
5-year period, it had been our interpretation of the act—and this opinion was 
substantiated by concurrence of the then district engineer of public roads—that 
substantial portions of the sections under agreement put under construction 
would comply with the intent of the act in that we were constructing: ‘‘a road on 
such right-of-way within a period not exceeding five years following the fiscal 
year in which such request was made.” 

You will note that the act does not have any such language as “the entire 
length of the right-vf-way under agreement” or “to the full extent of the right- 
of-way procured under such agreement,” but simply states: “shall provide for 
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the actual construction of a road on such right-of-way within a period not 
exceeding five years.” 

On all of the interstate freeways in question, this State will have under con- 
struction the major portion of the distance covered by the project agreements 
for right-of-way and will have prepared detailed and definite plans for the 
completion of the entire projects, and under our interpretation of the act we 
are in full compliance with the requirements of the 1956 act and we respectfully 
request your review and approval of our interpretation of, and procedure under, 
section 110 (a) of the 1956 act, which will save the Federal Government, the 
State, and the taxpayers of the United States many millions of dollars in the 
succeeding years of future construction. 

Very truly yours, 
G. T. McCoy. 
State Highway Engineer. 
(Norge.—Please see attached remarks. ) 


REMARKS 


Mr. G. B. Williams, Assistant Commissioner for Engineering of the Bureau 
of Public Roads under date of August 30, 1957, acknowledged the two letters 
to Mr. Tallamy and said they were the subject of a public roads’ staff conference 
on August 29 and that the general council has started a legal review of the 
provisions of section 110. 

In the event that public roads is unable to find in our favor then the only 
recourse we have is to attempt to persuade our congressional delegation to 
amend the present provisions of section 110 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1956 so as to permit the orderly acquisition of right of way without the 
imposition of the 5-year construction limitation. 


FeperaL Arp Progecr UI-404(3)—Htttrop Drive To 0.8 MILE 
NorTH OF HERCULES 


This project consists of 4.9 miles of six-lane freeway construction, including 
grading, drainage structures, Portland Cement concrete paving, and the con- 
struction of five bridges. The job organization of this project for the California 
Division of Highways is as follows: Vincent O. Smith, district construction 
engineer; Frank T. White, resident engineer; and G. A. Oliver, bridge depart- 
ment representative. 

U. 8S. Highway 40 is a part of the Federal Aid Primary system, and the 
project is financed jointly from State gasoline tax funds and Federal aid funds. 
This highway is also a part of the Interstate System. 

The contract was awarded to McCammon-Wunderlich Co. and Wunderlich 
Contracting Co. on January 3, 1956. Mr. Floyd Helm is project manager for the 
contractor, with Sam Martinelli as grading superintendent. A total of 600 work- 
ing days is alloted for the work. At present the allowable working days ex- 
tend to October 1958. 

The estimated cost of the project is $6,900,000, plus $110,000 for supplemental 
work. 

Some of the major items of work are as follows: 


I ceed ericeratianiementnnnnnitertiel ecubie yards__ 5, 300, 000 
Cement treated subgrade and cement treated base_._..square yards...._- 340, 000 
I asa ees cet mpinemionel cubic yards__ 43, 700 
Bee ee Mier ON i esis inten nese ceacnctenrinm sitrmsiiomenie ee 15, 750 
Reinforced concrete pipe.._..................-.--.....- linear feet__ 21, 000 
I ad ei eaieh id hit clbesnigsd brig dicosieginrabied ak 14, 600 
Corrugated metal pipe (underdrains) _...._____--____________ ieee 40, 500 
72 inch and 78 inch field assembled plate culvert__......_..-__- G0.<c< 1, 900 


1, EARTHWORK 


This project falls in the category of a heavy earth-moving contract due to 
the great amount of yardage (5,300,000 cubic yards) to be moved from cut to 
fill. Due to bad foundation conditions in the vicinity of the Hercules separation 
and overhead and Routes 14 and 106 separation (northern limits of job) the 
approach embankments with a 10-foot overload were constructed as a first order 
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of work. The specifications require that the overload remain in place for a 
period of 6 months, and the contractor scheduled his work to have most of 
this time fall within the winter months. At present, roadway excavation is 
proceeding at a rate of approximately 20,000 cubic yards per day. The highest 
fill on this project is 165 feet at Garrity Creek. The largest cuts are 1.4 million 
eubie yards at Hilltop Drive and 1.8 million cubic yards at the north end. 


2. BASES AND PAVEMENT 


Selected material is usually acquired from regular commercial sources at a 
cost of $2 or more per ton. Due to a very fortunate natural condition, enough 
selected material for the entire job is available from one of the cuts on the job. 
All that is required is that it be reduced to useable size. The contractor has 
bid $0.75 per ton for processing this material. This in itself is a substantial 
saving to the State on the approximate 180,000 tons of selected material required. 
Included in this quantity is about 23,000 cubic yards of structural backfill and 
about 26,000 cubic yards which will be used in the cement treated base and sub- 
grade. Also, on all structural sections throughout the job, 0.50 feet of selected 
material is required. 

The 6 lanes of main freeway will be paved with 8 inches of Portland concrete 
cement pavement, and the ramp lines with 3 to 4 inches of type B plant-mixed 
surfacing. 

3. DRAINAGE 


Approximately $1 million worth of drainage facilities are incorporated in this 
contract. Reinforced concrete structures, field assembled plate culverts, rein- 
forced concrete pipe, corrugated metal pipe culverts, and perforated metal pipe 
underdrains of various sizes are used. 

It is interesting to note that an extensive system of perforated metal pipe 
underdrains ' (40,500 linear feet) used in conjunction with filter material has 
been provided both in cut and embankment sections in existing channels and wet 
spots to provide subdrainage for all possible ground water. Also, it was neces- 
sary to subexcavate and place underdrains below original ground level to keep 
the water table low enough to prevent damage to the fill areas inside hill sec- 
tions. The underdrains will insure a dry and stable embankment at all times 
and are placed as an insurance against failure of a major investment. 


4, BRIDGES 
Hilltop drive overcrossing 

A reinforced concrete, box-girder bridge about 181 feet 6 inches long; consist- 
ing of 2 equal spans continuous over a concrete column bent and with concrete 
cantilever abutments. The bridge provides a clear roadway width of 28 feet 
and one 5-foot sidewalk. It is supported on spread footings. Utilities pass 
through the girder cells. The structure depth is 4 feet 9 inches. The estimated 
cost is approximately $71,000. 


Appian Way overcrossing 


A reinforced concrete, box-girder bridge about 209 feet 8 inches long consist- 
ing of 2 equal spans continuous over concrete column bents and with cantilever 
abutments. The bridge provides a clear roadway width of 28 feet and one 5-foot 
sidewalk. It is supported on spread footings and carries utilities within the 
girder cells. The structure depth is 6 feet 0 inches. The estimated cost is ap- 
proximately $77,500. 


Alhambra Valley Road undercrossing 


A reinforced concrete, box-girder bridge about 115 feet 7 inches long, consisting 
of 1 span supported on rigid frame, concrete abutments. Footings are supported 
on cast-in-place, concrete-pile foundations. Piles are end bearing. The bridge 
provides a roadway width of 88 feet between curbs with an 8-foot median. Struc- 
ture depth is 6 feet. The estimated cost is approximately $140,000. 


Hercules separation and overhead 


A reinforced, concrete bridge having a total length of about 723 feet, consisting 
of 2 parallel structures. One has 9 precast, prestressed, concrete girder spans for 
the northbound roadway and the other has 8 precast, prestressed, concrete grider 
spans for the southbound roadway. The superstructure is supported on concrete 
piers and abutments with cast-in-place concrete-pile foundations. The piles are 
end bearing. In addition to the structure, there are large concrete retaining walls 
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on cast-in-place concrete-pile foundations at the toe of the bridge approach em- 
bankments. The bridge provides a roadway width of 88 feet between curbs with 
an 8-foot median. All spans are approximately 80 feet in length with 8 girders 
under each roadway section of the bridge. Girder depth is 3 feet 10 inches. 

Prestressed concrete girders were chosen for this structure to eliminate the 
need for falsework. The use of falsework at this site would present undue diffi- 
culties because of the height of the structure and the presence of a major railroad 
and highway passing beneath the structure. These prestressed girders were built 
by Basalt Rock Co. at their plant off the jobsite. They are being hauled to the 
site by truck and trailer and erected in place. 

The estimated cost of this structure, including the retaining walls is approxi- 
mately $692,000. 


Routes 14 and 106 separation 


A reinforced concrete bridge providing roadways at separated levels ; the lower 
level consisting of 2 separated structures each about 365 feet long with 5 spans 
each which vary in length from 60 to 80 feet. These structures provide a 
clear roadway width of 22 feet. The upper level structure has a total length of 
about 592 feet consisting of 5 spans varying from 88 to 115 feet. Girder depth of 
the lower level structures is 4 feet, and that of the upper level structure is 6 feet. 
The roadway width of the upper level structure is 112 feet between curbs with 
an 8-foot median. All these structures are continuous over round, single column 
bents with concrete abutments placed high on the approach fills. Footings are 
supported on steel-pile foundations. The piles, which are to be driven through the 
fill after it is placed, are erd bearing piles. This structure is being biult in con- 
junction with unusually high approach fills. Settlement and consolidation of the 
fill is an important factor here. 

The estimated cost of this structure is approximately $856,000. 

At the present time the contractor has the following major equipment in use 
on the job: 


BOO CT asin Sick snicker atin = rata eect eaiaeaeet aden 24 
Heavy tractors used as bulldozers and rippers_.._--------------..-----_-~ 21 
Motor patrol graders_____.__-_------__ - ceacbatigs beatin caamenan ieee aa aad 5 
I er iret cae cere ens anne cp oss corendlien rane ebinier aeabiaaedeeniemeninaieieniasiamn ania 3 
CRW CRO i neem sn ee eeeenae ian mloenesdiae eon eeeiiliace bow nea 2 
PUIG OT rene sin asiinis elieceaennndiennen aaeoaiieetdiania ann aiaahe ee ciaaaeinaia 4 
CORR aN seg wens tems elena chan ogee ope enema 3 
SP TIO a cet vin eth iiecceeem epi omegipiincer gn oops nape aa tha ance needa 3 
RUIN SUI ct ves-on rar npn'ee see temic apemiinddiiiadnin <> thgiey atid niente ane 12 


The forces of the California Divisions of Highways do the following types of 
work: 
CONSTRUCTION STAKING 


All surveying on State projects is done by division of highways survey parties. 
At the present time there are two 4-man survey crews in the field on this 
project. They are responsible for setting all stakes for right-of-way lines, 
center line alinement, slope stakes, drainage structures, pipes, finish grades, 
pavement grades and bridges. 

FIELD INSPECTION 


Division of highways engineers do all field inspection on State projects. 
Due to the size of this project 2 grading inspectors, 3 drainage inspectors, and 
5 bridge inspectors are needed on this project. Other inspectors are in charge 
of utilities, curb and gutter, electrical work, and other minor items. 


FIELD OFFICE 


The duties of the engineers assigned to the resident engineer office include 
checking plans and the analysis of contract quantities, redesigning portions 
where necessary to conform with existing conditions, preparing all field quantity 
books and staking books, and computing amount of work done by the contractor 
for payment on the progress pay estimate, which is prepared once a month and 
submitted to headquarters office for payment to the contractor. 
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AprRit 30, 1957. 
1V-CC-14, 7-D, A—Conrracr 56-4CBC1 


This project consists of grading and paving a 2.9 mile length of 6-lane freeway 
(Highway 40) with provision for a future widening to 8 lanes, in Contra 
Costa County, Calif., between 0.6 mile north of Hercules to Crockett. 

The job is unique in heavy construction in that it includes the largest highway 
cut ever built. Simply deemed the “Big Cut,” it is located at the southern 
approach to the Carquinez Bridge system—nearly identical twin bridges span- 
ning Carquinez Straits from Crockett to Vallejo. 

The Big Cut measures approximately 1,300 feet wide at the largest extreme, 
is about 300 feet deep, and contains 8,500,000 cubic yards of material. The 
sides will be sloped at a ratio of 2:1, with benches 30 feet wide constructed at 
each 60 foot difference in elevation. At the bottom, on either side of the freeway, 
a 37-foot wide debris trough will be constructed, making the total width at the 
bottom equal to 202 feet. The length of the cut at the bottom is approximately 
2,700 feet. The excavation at this time is about half finished. 

An ingenious engineering twist developed by the contractor (Ferry Bros., 
John M. Ferry, Peter L. Ferry & Son and L. A. & R. 8S. Crow) is the coupling 
in tandem of a model 456 Caterpillar scraper with a Letourneau RU scraper, 
powered by a DW 20 4-wheel rubber-tired tractor. This method was developed 
specifically for this job, for, as stated in the special provisions, “Time is of the 
essence in this contract.” 

11,200,000 cubic yards of dirt must be moved. These double scrapers travel 
at speeds up to 45 miles per hour. With the large volume of dirt and the long 
haul involved, overhaul becomes quite a factor. About 455 million station 
yards of overhaul is being done at a bid price of $0.002 per station yard. The 
contractor is working two 7-hour shifts, and with this accelerated program is 
able to move 25,000 cubic yards per day. 

* * * if the contractor is able to save one mill on each cubic yard of dirt, 
the net saving would amount to $11,200 * * * 

Just south of the Big Cut will be constructed a diamond type intersection 
with the future County Road 2291, which will extend from the intersection of 
Cummings Skyway and Crockett Boulevard, south of Crockett, to Tormey. 

Road 2291 overcrossing will consist of a welded plate girder bridge about 283 
feet along, carrying the county road over the freeway. 

The county road interchange “on” and “off” ramps intersect with the freeway 
on a fill not dwarfed by the Big Cut. The Tormey fill is about 140 feet in 
height, and supported by a buttress on either side having a width of 130 feet 
each. The fill contains approximately 4,200,000 cubic yards, measures about 
1,000 feet wide at the bottom, and is, in the main, about 1,000 feet long. 

Immediately adjacent to, and south of the Tormey fill is the Rock Cut. Con- 
siderable blasting was involved in the excavation of this cut, located east of 
the Oleum Union 76 refinery. Nearly 900,000 cubic yards were removed from 
this 12,000-foot-long, 125-foot-deep prism. 

The Refinery Road No. 8 undercrossing south of the Rock Cut is a reinforced 
concrete slab bridge about 45 feet long providing access for the refinery to 
disposal area A. 

Disposal area A is to be a large lakelike fill composed of the excess material 
from the Big Cut. It fills a large canyon to a level grade, providing for the 
expansion of the Union Oil refinery. It will contain approximately 2,400,000 
cubic yards of material, and will extend from the freeway to a point in the 
canyon some 2,000 feet distant. 

Another bridge of reinforced concrete slab construction about 30 feet long 
is Refinery Road No. 3 undercrossing, also providing access to the disposal area. 

Two concrete arch culverts will permit passage of refinery pipes to the 
disposal area. 

The freeway skirts the east limits of Rodeo, where the California Street 
overcrossing provides access for the townfolk to the eastern side of the freeway, 
where future subdivisions are proposed. This bridge is structural steel and 
reinforced concrete about 220 feet long, consisting of 2 concrete girder spans 
and 2 welded plate girder spans. 

Farther south to Willow Road, near the beginning of the job, is an inter- 
section providing northbound “on” and “off” access and southbound “on” access 
to the freeway, called the Willow Avenue undercrossing. The freeway is carried 
across Willow Avenue by a welded plate girder bridge, with reinforced concrete 
deck, about 165 feet long, and consisting of 3 spans. 





In Contra Costa County, between 06 mile north of Hercules and Crockett 
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Looking at the job as a whole, we must take into consideration the problem 
of drainage—one of the most vital factors involved in highway construction. 

Under the Tormey fill, 1028 feet of 96-inch field assembled plate culvert was 
installed to carry under the fill the water accumulated by Canada Del Cierbo. 

One thousand and ten feet of 84-inch field assembled plate culvert was installed 
between Refinery Roads 8 and 8 to drain the spacious disposal area A. 

On the job overall, nearly three-fourths mile of pipe 48-inch or larger is to be 
installed. There will be 414 miles of 8-inch perforated metal pipe underdrains 
placed, and 4 miles of 2-inch horizontal drains. The total length of all pipe 
will approximate 12% miles. 

This contract will be the final link of freeway connecting Sacramento with 
San Francisco. In replacing the old four-lane highway wandering through 
towns and over the hills, it removes one of the worst bottlenecks in northern 
California. 

The steepest grade on the new freeway is 3.5 percent; that running from the 
Carquinez Bridge through the Big Cut. Throughout most of its length, it pro- 
ceeds at a 0.5 percent grade, with the exception of the stretch in the vicinity of 
California Street to Willow Avenue, which is 3.0 percent. 

The only horizontal curvature on the freeway is a single curve with a radius 
of 3,000 feet, approximately 600 feet long. The curve lies in the vicinity of 
Refinery Road No. 3. 

The design speed is 60 miles per hour. An 7-foot paved median strip is pro- 
vided between the two sets of three 12-foot lanes. Enough width is provided 
on either side of all construction for an additional 12-foot lane. 

The freeway proper will be composed of 8-inch portland cement concrete, to 
be placed on 4-inch cement treated subgrade, 6-inch selected material, and 6-inch 
imported pervious subbase material. 

Work was commenced January 17, 1956. At present, the estimated com- 
pletion date is October 1958. * * * 

The contract bid price was $7,098,690.20 * * * for 3 miles of super- 
highway * * *., 

C. P. Sweet is resident engineer for the project, with H. C. Tunks as the 
assistant resident. 

By Ray J. PETERS, 
Assistant Highway Engineer. 


I. Paving for interstate projects not programed as of Sept. 26, 1957 








County Description Miles Total cost 








of paving ' 
Monona-W oodbury...........| From Onawa northerly to Big Sioux River Bridge at 40.7 7, 921, 000 
South Dakota. 
Harrison-Pottawattamie_____._| From Council Bluffs northerly to Missouri Valley .- 19.5 3, 417, 000 
Adair—Cass-Madison......... From U. 8, 71 easterly to Dexter__.._____- — 41.1 7, 600, 000 
Clarke-Warren-Polk -__....... From Osoeola north to Rider_....................-.- 413.5 8, 800, 000 
Jasper-Polk._--_- ....----| From Rider easterly to present U. 8. 6 northeast of 31.6 6, 400, 000 
Colfax. 
(From Ridereast to U. 8. 65, 15,1 miles $3,300,000 
and from U. 8. 65 east to U. S. 6 northeast 
Colfax, 16.5 miles $3,100,000.) 
Des ii be, ....| From Cedar County east to U. 8. 61_..._. iol M8 | 3, 346, 000 
iain 5 2 ae)» eee OAR rs DO ag | 193. °| 37, 484, 000 





1 Includes paving and stabilizing shoulders. 


II. Grading for interstate projects not programed in stage II as of Sept. 26, 1957 

















| | 
County Description Miles | Total cost 
| of grading 
| einer tie 
EY bi ccxSinw es From Monona County line north to near Salix__.- 22 +, 208, 000 
pS ----| From U. 8. 65 east to U. S. 6 northeast of Colfax....| 16.5 5, 283, 000 
Petes 2k | Mk Ss alg eden DRAMAS seats Btchin at aditwadicul él 23.5 6, 513, 000 
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III.. Additional items that will have to be programed 


Wighwee platings 6 bobs... bh ie GS. A a $670, 934 
Interchange at Bevington._.............-..--.-.-- ee ae | chasianinle tow eldiagek ciate antennae eeaaaanenanaS 400, 000 





I rhe oe SA. a Te Le onan 1 pic eermaiinee i ielsoesbeatiche a aocacd bate tale 1, 170, 934 
Tote oF 1, 9 one 6.2... a ei. cds csedubaseknth te didcuee ahinteuguned 45, 167, 934 
Unprogramed balance of interstate funds as of Sept. 26, 1957................-.-..--.-----+----- 43, 082, 00u 


Facts Asout District V 


PREPARED FOR THE House COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKS, OCTOBER 1957 


GENERAL 


District V of the California Division of Highways includes the four counties 
of Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, Monterey, and San Benito, located in the 
central coast area. 

The economy of the four counties is largely dependent upon farming, cattle 
raising, and petroleum. The tourist traffic during the summer months is also 
a contributing factor to the livelihood of this area. 

District V headquarters is located at San Luis Obispo. There are 600 people 
employed in the district under the direction of Mr. A. M. Nash, district engineer. 

State highways in district V total 1074 miles. Since 1945, a total of $117 mil- 
lion has been expended in improvement of these highways, $86 million of which 
has been spent since 1952. Maps showing the State highways in the district are 
included in this booklet, and indicate the extent of the freeway development of 
the highways of the district. Your route is shown in red on these maps. On the 
back cover is a map showing the relationship of the District to the State of Cali- 
fornia.’ 

YOUR ROUTE 


You will enter district V from the south from Ventura County and will be on 
U. 8. 101 (State Route 2) which is the main south to north highway along the 
coast between Los Angeles and San Francisco. 

There are 271 miles of U. S. 101 within district V. It is our policy to improve 
this route to full freeway standards as rapidly as funds are available. At the 
present time, there are 25 miles of full freeway and 115 miles of expressway. 
Projects now under construction totaling 44 miles will be an addition to the 
freeway or expressway mileage. Upon completion of these projects there will 
remain’73 miles of 2-lane highway on U. 8S. 101 in this district. Since 1945, $83 
million has been expended on U. S. 101 with $64 million spent since 1952. 

Santa Barbara (population 50,793), is an internationally known resort and 
residential community. The favorable year-round climate has attracted well- 
to-do and retired people for many years. Santa Barbara Mission, one of the 
original 21 California missions, is located here. 

Near the north city limit of Santa Barbara, a major freeway project is nearly 
complete. This is a $4 million project, 3.4 miles in length. The new full free- 
way replaces an inadequate 2- and 3-lane pavement which had numerous complex 
crossings at grade. 

Goleta is the center of an extensive citrus industry. The Goleta campus of 
the University of California is located on a picturesque site overlooking the 
ocean. 

Two highway projects are under construction, beginning 5 miles north of 
Goleta. Each project consists primarily of the construction of 2 additional lanes 
and the necessary structures to provide a 4-lane divided expressway, with pro- 
visions for future conversion to full freeway. The southerly project between 
Elwood and Orella is 9.4 miles in length and will cost $4 million. It is expected 
to be completed August 1958. The northerly project between Refugio and 
Tajiguas is 2.3 miles in length, has an estimated cost of $1 million and a tenta- 
tive completion date of December 1957. 

Gaviota Gorge is the site of a tunnel recently completed at a cost of over 
$1 million, which carries the northbound lanes of U. S. 101 through this narrow 
defile. Tunnel construction was chosen primarily to avoid destroying the beauty 
of this rocky and precipitous gorge. An expressway project bypassing the town 
of Los Alamos is under construction and is due to be completed in May 1958. 


3 Maps not printed. 
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It is 5.9 miles in length and will cost $2 million. This 4-lane divided expressway 
and future full freeway will replace the existing 2-lane highway through the 
town. 

Santa Maria (population 13,117) is the trading center for a highly developed 
vegetable-growing area and extensive oil developments. A $7 million freeway 
improvement bypassing Santa Maria to the east is now under design and will 
be constructed as soon as funds become available. 

Arroyo Grande will be bypassed by a freeway project which is proposed 
for financing in the 1958-59 fiscal year. 

Pismo Beach is a well known resort town. Its flat, wide beaches are the 
habitat of the famous Pismo clam. The location has been adopted, freeway 
agreements negotiated, and plans are well underway for a full freeway de- 
velopment through this area. 

San Luis Obispo (population 17,229), county seat of San Luis Obispo County, 
is a trading center for the beef and dairy industries of this area. The California 
Polytechnic College and Mission San Luis Obispo de Tolosa are located here. 
San Luis Obispo is also a division point for the Southern Pacific Railroad. 

Paso Robles (population 6,391) is also a market town for the grain, beef, 
and dairy industries, and is the center of the largest almond-producing area 
in the United States. The town is well-known for the many sulfur hot springs 
which are used for medicinal and therapeutic purposes. A freeway bypass of 
Paso Robles now under construction will be completed in August 1958; This 
5.1-mile-long project will cost $4,500,000. 

San Miguel is the site of Mission San Miguel Archangel. 

A $1,500,000 freeway improvement, 3.1 miles in length, bypassing San Miguel, 
is nearing completion. 

Camp Roberts is located 5 miles north of San Miguel and was developed dur- 
ing the war as a training base of the Army. Inactive during most of the year, 
it is the center of summer training for the California National Guard. 

King City (population 2,605) is noted for cattle raising and is the beginning 
of the vast cultivated area of the Salinas Valley. This valley is known as the 
Salad Bowl of America. Its highly developed vegetable farms contribute a large 
amount to the economy of California; many. hundreds of ears of refrigerated 
produce are shipped annually throughout the United States. 

About 5 miles north of King City is the start of the first of two construction 
projects, one north and one south of the town of Greenfield. In general, each 
project adds an additional pair of lanes to the existing 2-lane highway to provide 
a 4-lane expressway with provisions for a future full freeway. The $2 million 
project south of Greenfield is 7.9 miles in length and will be completed February 
1958, while the $1,500,000 northerly project is 5.6 miles in length, also with 
a completion date of February 1958. A freeway bypass of Greenfield is now 
under design and will be constructed as soon as funds are available. 

Gonzales will be bypassed by a freeway project as soon as funds will permit. 

Soledad (population 2,738) is a local trading center, located near the ruins 
of Mission Nuestra Senora de la Soledad. The Pinnacles National Monument 
located easterly is a point of great tourist interest. 

Chualar will benefit by a freeway project through the center of the town 
after completion of the project in March 1958. 1.5 miles in length, the project 
will cost over $1 million. 

Salinas (population 21,133), the county seat of Monterey County, is the com- 
mercial center for the Salinas Valley. 

You now leave U. S. 101 on your way to Monterey. U.S. 101 continues north- 
ward through the remainder of Monterey County and San Benito County toward 
San Francisco. 

Between Salinas and Monterey, you will travel over State Route 117. After 
you cross the Salinas River, 5 miles southerly of Salinas, this highway through 
a scenic canyon is noteworthy as being one of the first 24-foot concrete pave- 
ments in California. Built in 1929, it is still in excellent repair. 

From Monerey north you will travel over State Route 56 (State Sign Route 1). 
From Carmel northerly this route will be developed as a freeway as rapidly as 
funds will permit. 

Monterey (population 21,840), site of one of the first settlements in early 
Spanish California and original capital of the State of California, is rich in 
historical value. Many early buildings are preserved as a portion of the State 
park system. Fisherman’s wharf with its many fine restaurants is of great 
tourist interest. The United States Naval Post-Graduate School is located here. 
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Carmel (population 4,351) is an adjacent city on the Monterey Peninsula and 
is well known as an artist and tourist center. Mission San Carlos de Borromeo 
is located here. 

Pacific Grove, Seaside, and Del Rey Oaks are other adjacent communities. 

Fort Ord, a major Army post, is located about 5 miles north of Monterey. 

Castroville is the center of an area noted for its artichokes. The route has 
been adopted, freeway agreements negotiated, and plans are well underway for 
a freeway project which will begin a short distance south of Castroville and 
end north of Watsonville. This project when complete will replace a consider- 
able stretch of narrow, winding, two lane highway which is sorely congested at 
present and will bypass Watsonville and Castroville. 

Moss Landing is the site of the Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corp. plant, 
which produces large quantities of magnesium. 

You will leave district V as you cross the Pajaro River at Watsonville and will 
be entering Santa Cruz County which is part of district IV with headquarters at 
San Francisco, 

Watsonville (population 11,911) is the trading center of the Pajaro Valley, a 
vast farming area. 


OTHER IMPORTANT ROUTES ADJACENT TO YOUR TRIP 


State Sign Route 166 (State Route 57) intersects U. 8S. 101 about 3 miles north 
of Santa Maria. This is an east-west route connecting the lower central valley 
points with the coast. It follows the precipitous gorge of the Cuyama River to 
the town of New Cuyama, the center of recently developed oil activity. The 
Vaquero Dam, which is under construction by the Bureau of Reclamation, is 
located about 7 miles easterly of U.S. 101. 

State Sign Route 41 (State Route 33) from Paso Robles east to Fresno and 
Bakersfield is the main east-west connection between the coastal area and the 
Bakersfield-Fresno area. This route is presently being developed as a standard 
2-lane highway with provision for a 4-lane divided expressway. Since 1945 $3 
million has been spent on this route with $2 million spent since 1952. 

State Sign Route 1 (State Route 56) which you will travel over from Monterey 
north, is a major recreational highway of California. This route begins at Las 
Cruces near Gaviota Gorge in Santa Barbara County and continues northerly 
through Lompoc, a rich flower seed and vegetable-growing area and rejoins U. 8. 
101 at Pismo Beach. It begins again at San Luis Obispo and continues northerly 
along the coast to San Francisco. 

Morro Bay is an important recreational and fishing center, dominated by the 
world famous Morro Rock, a massive outcrop 580 feet in height. The Hearst 
Castle is located 30 miles north of Morro Bay on a mountain top overlooking San 
Simeon. The castle was built by the late William Randolph Hearst at a cost of 
many millions of dollars and will be one of the major show places of America. It 
will shortly be opened to the public as a part of the State park system. 

About 12 miles north of San Simeon, Route 56 enters a scenic and mountainous 
region along the rocky coast line of Monterey County. The highway is cut into 
rugged cliffs rising majestically from the ocean. Its scenic grandeur is regarded 
by many as the equal to the famous highways of the Riviera. Certainly it is one 
of the most beautiful and impressive highways in America. 


OTHER ROUTES 


The many other routes in the district are of local and statewide interest, and 
all play an important part in the rapid and efficient communications network 
represented by our State highway system. 

The importance of the State highway system is emphasized by the fact that, 
of the 20 incorporated cities in the district, only 8 have main line railroad service, 
while 6 have no railroad connection. Only three are served by first-class passen- 
ger trains. 

A full discussion of all these routes and the many important points of interest 
in the district would be impossible in a brochure of this nature. It is our aim to 
give you a thumbnail sketch of the area you will pass through. 


x 





